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MID-TERM ASSESSMENT OF THE ACACIA PROGRAM OF IDRC 

Executive Summary 

This assessment is based on a review and analysis of Acacia program documents together with telephone 
interviews with 32 key individuals, including Acacia and IDRC management and staff, project leaders and 
the Chairs of the National Acacia Advisory Committees. It was undertaken in February and March 2000 at 
the request of the President and Vice President Programs ofIDRC and the Executive Director of the Acacia 
Program. 

The purpose of the assessment is to review the anticipated outcomes of Acacia's projects to assess how they 
respond to the overall objectives of the program; to assess how far the program is integrated and what 
mechanisms are in place to support integration and synthesis; to see how far there is a shared vision and 
understanding of Acacia's purpose and objectives among the National Acacia Advisory Committees, project 
leaders and within Acacia and IDRC; to review whether the projects are demand or supply driven and 
whether the recipients are traditional IDRC partners; and to assess how far sustainability has been addressed 
in developing Acacia's activities. 

Acacia was presented as a concept to the IDRC Board in October 1996 and received $1 million for a one year 
Preparatory Phase 1996-1997. In March 1997, the IDRC Board approved a five year program proposal for 
Acacia within a planned budget for the first three years of $35 million. It would be the largest single 
program in IDRC. This assessment covers the first three years: March 1997- March 2000. 

The goals of Acacia are to: demonstrate how connectivity can most effectively help communities to solve 
their own development problems; to build a body of knowledge and evidence that will identify the policies, 
technologies, approaches and methods which will best support connectivity in disadvantaged communities; 
and to create a momentum in expanding rural access to ICTs, through multi-sectoral partnerships. The key 
entry point for Acacia is expanding connectivity in rural areas. 

Acacia also identified four other components as critical to its success. These are capacity building, research, 
ELSA (evaluation and leaming system for Acacia) and partnerships. Partners from the private sector, 
governments, donors and international organisations were to provide the funds and ensure sustainability of 
the activities in the long term. 

Four countries were selected to be the areas where almost 70% of Acacia's activities are concentrated and 
where integrated national strategies are being developed. These are Mozambique, Senegal, South Africa and 
Uganda. In each of these countries, Acacia has established a National Acacia Advisory Committee and an 
Acacia secretariat. 

Although Acacia is only in its fourth year of implementation, some individual projects have attracted 
considerable attention in international competitions and in the media. Others, while not as well known 
outside Acacia, are also considered as early success stories. These are highlighted in section 3.3. 
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The key findings of the assessment are: 

o Acacia has invested 42% of its program budget in implementation projects compared to 
29% with a research component, and 23% with a significant capacity building activity. It 
has also used 33% of its funds to help develop its own program activities and strategy ; 

o Acacia has invested considerable effort in linking connectivity to particular applications 
such as natural resources management, health, education and the needs of small business. 
However, much of this work is more concerned with access to ICTs rather than to the 
information content appropriate to the needs of users. Acacia has also articulated a gender 
strategy and has undertaken some limited work on national and regional policies for 
information and communication. The bulk of its activities focus on community access to 
ICTs rather than the development outcomes from the use of ICTs. 

o Acacia has invested $3.7 million in community telecentre activities, representing its single 
most important area of program concentration. Many of these activities are pilot projects 
designed to be demonstration sites to test the core Acacia hypothesis that leTs will 
empower disadvantaged communities and marginalised people. It has also invested 
considerable effort to design research and evaluation of the telecentre experience although 
it is too early to see any results. 

o Acacia has not paid sufficient attention to the question of sustainability of its own activities, 
nor to the sustainability of the telecentres. It has not invested heavily in capacity bui lding 
which is a sine qua non for sustainability, nor has attracted partners to support the 
telecentres once Acacia support has ended. Until recently, Acacia has seen the telecentre 
projects as experiments, and telecentres in general as "public goods" which should be 
funded at least partly by government. 

o Telecentres have dominated Acacia's approach to community access . This view needs to 
shift in order to examine within a comparative framework a number of alternatives access 
models such as SchoolNets providing community access after school hours; private sector 
"for profit" telecentres; and assisted access models. 

o ELSA was conceived as the centrepiece of Acacia, providing its research rationale and its 
learning system, using information sharing and feedback. ELSA was an innovation in IDRC 
with its potential to link projects in a comparative research and evaluation framework. It 
has been focussed so far on the telecentre projects, and has prepared the methodological 
groundwork but has only just begun to implement any evaluation studies . It has got off to 
a slow start. 

o Acacia, through its national structures, has achieved considerable integration in its four 
countries of concentration. It has largely failed to achieve effective regional linkages, 
except for small research network in telecentres, a regional SchoolNet, and an incipient 
network on telemedicine. This is partly a function of the short time it has been operating 
and the difficulties of implementing a program out of four locations. Language differences 
continue to be a barrier, with the work in Senegal largely unknown in the other three 
countries and vice versa. 
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o Acacia has not had much interaction with other IDRC Programs in Africa. The reasons 
relate to both the program and organisational characteristics of Acacia. Acacia has a foc us 
on ICT connectivity and demonstration projects at the community level, which dovetails 
with other programs only marginally. It is also concentrated in four countries which limits 
the opportunities for collaboration. Acacia has its own program staff and is organisationally 
distinct within IDRC. 

o Acacia's n'cipients are similar to those of other program initiatives but the mix is probably 
different. Its two main groups of recipients are government agencies and NGOs, with 
university recipients accounting for only 12% of all projects. This is reflective of the 
relatively weak research character of Acacia and the emphasis on community level work. 
There are two important implications for Acacia. One is that NGOs may not have the access 
to, and influence on, national governments that will be needed to transmit feedback from 
the community and influence national policy. The other is that Acacia will need to engage 
the interesl of African social scientists if the initial hypotheses of Acac ia are to be further 
conceptualised and developed. 

The assessment has led to a number of conclusions and recommendations about possible future directions 
for Acacia. These include: 

o the original vision and goals of Acacia, although only four years old, were based on 
assumptions that are no longer all valid. These include a level of resources available from 
IDRC, and from new partnerships that have not materialised. IDRC, having early found a 
niche in community access to ICTs is still largely alone there as a donor. The pace of change 
in the ICT environment, including the models of community access, has led, and is leading, 
to rapid changes which Acacia needs to take account of. 

It is recommended that Acacia rethink its initial assumptions and set new goals and 
objectives 

o Acacia is now too thinly spread over topics and countries and it is not clear that it has the 
critical mass of evidence required to answer its research questions except in a few areas. 
It has created a complicated program including policy reform, creation of relevant 
applications and content, extending infrastructure and developing new tools and technology. 

It is recommended that Acacia consider focussing its program. possibly by reducing the 
number of pro gram areas from four to two. and by more concentration within its applications 
and cross-cutting themes 

o Acacia is not yet an integrated program. Of its 188 activities, some are linked together in 
small networks, many are geographically concentrated (which was a good strategic 
decision) but little synergy has so far been achieved. It may be early days, but there is 
concern that the lack of program integration stems from Acacia's weak conceptual 
underpinnings; its complex program delivery organisation; and its failure to date to establish 
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good information sharing mechanisms across all parts of Africa. 

It is recommended that Acacia should urgently establish integrating mechanisms for sharing 
information and exchanging ideas that would also cross the language barriers, particularly 
between its four countries of concentration. 

o Acacia has increased its efforts in sectoral applications ofICTs within the three years from 
27% of all projects to 60%. It now has a problem of too many sectoral activities which are 
not well linked either to other IDRC programs or to each other. 

The assessment has made some specific suggestions for focussing the work in natural 
resources management, health, education, e-commerce and small business, human rights and 
governance, gender and youth issues. 

o Acacia has made some major financial commitments to telecentre pilot projects and the 
expected partners have not shown up to take over from IDRC. As the overall budget of 
Acacia has declined, continuing support to the pilot projects will absorb an increasing 
proportion of likely future funding. Acacia should seriously consider funding no new 
telecentre projects and reviewing the existing ones to develop a strategy for future funding 
or exiting from them. 

It is recommended that Acacia develop a new strategy towards telecentres based on an 
assessment of which pilot projects it should, and can, maintain for the next Phase. It should 
consult with others including the NAACs, project leaders, communities and other donors 
and communicate its strategy to all interested parties. 

It is also recommended that Acacia change its focus from telecentres to the broader question 
of public access. Acacia should adapt its telecentre research framework to one including 
other mode Is for community access. 

o ELSA is even more critical to Acacia's success in the coming few years than it was before. 
Although there has been work in methodological development, few results are yet avai lable. 
There are a number of important actions to take with respect to ELSA. One is to consult 
with potential partners in international agencies, governments and the private sector to see 
if there is a wider role for ELSA and Acacia to play in leading evaluation and learning in 
future partnership arrangements. 

It is recommended that additional resources be allocated to ELSA activities so that there can 
be early outputs on evaluation and learning from Acacia projects. A major initiative or 
evaluation "mission"might be considered for 2000-2001 to obtain some preliminary results 
and set in place comparative monitoring and evaluation activities conducted by local 
researchers. 

o Acacia has invested comparatively little of its effort into research on policy reform but it is 
seen as an area with considerable potential for IDRC in the region. One of the challenges in 
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the present Acacia program structure is to link the work at national policy and community 
levels. Acacia has the advantage of the four National Acacia Advisory Committees which 
could help it to launch a regional policy "think-tank" initiative. 

It is recommended that Acacia examine the possibilities for expanding its policy related 
work and establishing a "think-tank" policy support group or secretariat using the 
intellectual resources of the project leaders and the National Acacia Advisory Committees 

o The change-s recommended for program focus and integration are not likely to be effective 
unless there are some changes to the management and operations of Acacia. One 
recommendation is to appoint Acacia Program Officers as Regional Program Focal Points 
for thematic areas within Acacia. The NAACs also need more clarity on their roles and 
responsibilities and any changes contemplated in Acacia will need to be discussed and 
communicated with them. 

o There have been some discussions about future organisational options for Acacia. These 
include: 
o the status quo 
o a consolidated Acacia operating out of one Regional Office 
o changing Acacia to a PI andlor integrating some of its activities into existing PI's 
o creating an Acacia International Secretariat funded by several donors and possibly 

also receiving support from national governments for its services in policy advice 
andlor program evaluation. 

o These suggestions and recommendations, if they are to be undertaken, mean that the coming 
year 2000-2001 will be a busy and critical transition year for Acacia. A number of 
important activities are foreseen, including: 

o an overall review of Acacia's program and priorities; 
o some hard choices about program concentration; 
o strategic discussions with PI leaders and Regional Directors about integrated 

programming in Africa; 
o a major ELSA initiative to document Acacia's experience and results so far; 
o a review and strategic plan for the telecentre projects; 
o a review of the roles ofthe National Acacia Advisory Committees; 
o a plan for the human resources of Acacia in the light of any program changes; and 
o a major initiative to find partnerships with other donors and the private sector as 

part of the strategic planning process. 

The assessment has not been able to examine all parts of the Acacia program with the same level of detail, 
and its findings in some areas should be regarded as indicative rather than definitive . However, the 
congruence of the results of the project analysis, the document review and the views expressed in the 
interviews, give some basis for confidence that the assessment reflects a commonly shared understanding 
of the strengths and weaknesses of Acacia as it enters its fourth year of implementation. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

It is said to be an occupational hazard of reviewers that they tend to focus more on the weaknesses 
than on the successes of their subject. In this mid-tenn assessment, I have tried to signal both the 
successes - of which there are many - and to identify where there appear to be issues which need 
more thought and attention on the part of Acacia I and of IDRC. The aim is to assist strategic 
discussion about Acacia's future directions. I have also been asked to answer a number of specific 
questions, including the basic one - what does Acacia actually do? 

This study of the Acacia Program is an assessment which means it is not as evidence-based as an 
evaluation but is more evidence-based than a review. I have had the unique opportunity to read 
many Acacia documents and to interview knowledgeable people about the Acacia Program. I have 
tried hard to find a middle path where I do not get too buried in the details, nor base my comments 
on my own views without adequate reference to the evidence. I have sought to draw out the structure 
and less obvious patterns within a complex program so that it might be used, not only for stock
taking, but for contemplating new possibilities. For this reason, I have generally not referred to 
specific projects by name and number but rather to groups of activities, sharing some common 
characteristics. The nearly 200 Acacia projects and activities are listed in Annex 1. 

What I have discovered is that there are two frames (anthropologists would call them world-views) 
for looking at Acacia. One has IDRC filling the frame and tends to see Acacia as an activity which 
does not fit neatly into any space within the frame. The other frame has Acacia at its centre and 
IORC as its major donor and progenitor. Different people that I have talked with during the 
assessment process have different frames for viewing Acacia as it is now and will be in the future. 

IThroughout the text I have used "Acacia" rather than Acacia Program or Acacia Inititative. 
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1.1 Background 

On I April 2000, the Acacia Program will have completed its first three years of operation (1997-
2000). It will have funded over 1882 activities for a total allocation budget (program and operations) 
ofj ust over $21 million. $17 million will have been spent on program activities (81 % ofthe budget) 
and $4 million on program support (19%). 

This represents a major commitment of IDRC program funds and a significant proportion of the 
Centre's program activities in Africa. In the context of the new Corporate Strategic Program 
Framework approved by the Board in October 1999, and to be implemented beginning April 2000, 
the President of IDRC and Vice President Programs, together with the Executive Director of the 
Acacia Program have agreed that a preliminary assessment of Acacia's program activities shou ld be 
undertaken between February-March 2000 for the consideration of SMC prior to the March 2000 
meeting of the IDRC Board of Governors . 

1.2 Terms of reference 

The assessment is based on a review and analysis of Acacia program documents together with 
telephone interviews with key individuals, including Acacia and IDRC management and staff, 
proj ect leaders and the Chairs or other senior members ofthe National Acacia Advisory Commi ttees. 

The study is to address and report on the following questions: 

1. In terms of anticipated outcomes, what are the Acacia projects attempting to do with respect 
to sectoral applications ( natural resources management, health, education, market and job 
opportunities); cross-cutting issues such as access of women and youth to new networks and 
opportunities; and telecentres (as an example oftools and infrastructure)? 

2. To what extent has the issue of sustainability been addressed in the projects' development 
and implementation, and in particular for the telecentres? 

3. In what ways are the Acacia projects different from those undertaken within related PI's? 
What difference does the ICT content make to the Acacia projects? How closely linked are 
the Acacia projects to other IDRC-supported activities? 

4. If the Acacia research program is to be more than the sum of its parts, what mechanisms are 
in place for linkages between projects within and between the four pilot countries and what 
evidence is there for synergy across the research projects? Has the integrated four-prong 

2The number of projects known at the time of the assessment is 188 but this number may increase slightly 
by the end of the fiscal year on 31 March 2000. 
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strategy in the four pilot countries made a difference to the projects? 

5. Is there a shared vision and understanding of Acacia's purpose and objectives among the 
NAACs, Acacia project leaders, and within IDRC? 

6. To what extent are the projects demand or supply driven? Is there competition for recip ients 
or good proposals among the different donors now supporting development research on 
ICTs? 

7. Are the Acacia recipients traditional IDRC partners or has Acacia brought in different types 
of partners in undertaking its research projects? 

8. How will the projects funded in the first three years (1997-2000) produce outcomes that will 
help to answer the core hypothesis of Acacia: that ICTs will have significant transfOlmational 
effects in the developing world, and will promote equitable, sustainable and self-directed 
development among disadvantaged and rural communities in sub-Saharan Africa? 

1.3 Study approach and methodology 

The study is a rapid assessment which was undertaken in less than six weeks. It was divided into 
three principal components: development and analysis of an Acacia project database; stakeholder 
interviews; and document review. These three approaches are designed to complement one another 
and to some extent provide cross-checks. Initially, it was thought that the projects could be sampled 
on the basis of the project lists maintained in Ottawa and in the Regional Offices, but there was 
insufficient information on these lists to assign the project activities to categories for sampling. A 
more labour- intensive strategy was adopted to obtain better quality information on the characteristics 
of all Acacia project activities, both for the sampling strategy and for analysis of the program 
activities. This was to create a project database for the purposes of the Assessment. 

Development of a project database 

A database was created using Microsoft Access of all Acacia project activities April 1997- January 
2000. Infonnation on projects was compiled from project lists provided by the Acacia Project 
Officer in Ottawa and from the three Regional Offices (W ARO, EARO and ROSA), together with 
project descriptions available in the Centre Radius/EPIK systems. The information was 
supplemented, where possible, by reference to the project approval documents. This turned out to 
be a time consuming process because all the data do not appear to be held in one place or system. 
Some basic data are still not available for this assessment, such as information on about 18% ofthe 
recipients. 

The database includes fields for: 
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o project type (policy development, research, evaluation, operationslimplementation, 
capacity building, Acacia program development, project development, meetings) 

o geographic area (Mozambique, South Africa, Senegal, Uganda, other southern 
Africa, other West Africa, other East Africa, pan-Africa, outside Africa); 

o main application sector (natural resources, health, education, small business and e
commerce, governance, local development); 

o cross cutting issue (gender, youth); 

o tools and infrastructure (telecentres, other physical lCT centres, connectivity 
networks, information systems, software/websites, broadcasting); 

o recipient(s) organisation (national government, international organisation, 
university/research organisation, NGOICBO, private sector, IDRC (CAP»; 

o recipient(s) location (Africa, Canada, both in Africa and outside, elswhere); 

o year and budget of the project activity. 

The data were analysed using Microsoft Excel to provide the overview of the Acacia project 
activities given in section 3 and the more detailed discussion of activities undertaken in relation to 
applications, cross-cutting issues, and telecentres in sections 4, 5 and 6. A caveat is needed here: 
it was difficult to assign descriptors to some projects, either because the full project approval 
document was not available and/or because the project description was not clear enough to be 
assigned a descriptor with great confidence. It quickly became obvious that project titles could not 
be used, and in many cases, neither could the abstract, to understand what the expected outcomes of 
the project are3. 

Stakeholder interviews 

Interviews were held with five groups of stakeholders in Acacia: the Acacia Management 
Committee; the National Acacia Advisory Committees; Acacia project leaders; Acacia staff; and 
lDRC PI leaders. Annex 2 lists the people interviewed for the assessment. 

For the three groups internal to lDRC, there was no need to sample, as the numbers were relatively 
small and contact was made with almost every individual, providing an almost total popUlation 

3 A recommendation could be made here for IDRC to encourage shorter and clearer project titles, perhaps 
with key words which would mdicate the topic and purpose of the project activity. 
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cover. For the Acacia Management Committee, all members were interviewed except for the V ice 
President Programs, with whom discussions were held as part of the assessment reporting process. 
All Acacia Program Officers were contacted except those who had just been hired. In addition, the 
former Director of Acacia and the former ELSA Coordinator were interviewed. For the IDRC PI's, 
interviews were held with PI leaders related to Acacia's work in Africa and the former Research 
Manager for Programs Branch (now Director for the EnvironmentlNatural Resource Management 
Program Area). 

For the National Acacia Advisory Committees (NAACs), interviews were held with the Chairs, V ice 
Chairs or Executive Secretaries. One or two representatives of each of the four NAACs w ere 
interviewed. Six NAAC leaders were interviewed in all. 

For the project leaders, a sample frame was drawn up based on main application sector/cross cut and 
country or region. Fifteen projects were selected and the project leaders contacted. Interviews were 
able to be held with eight of them during the three week time frame for interviews. A few did not 
respond: most non-respondents were unable to be interviewed owing to their time constraints in 
February. 

In all, thirty two interviews were done in February: six with NAAC leaders; eight with proj ect 
leaders ; seven with the Acacia Management Committee; six with Acacia program staff; and five with 
IDRC program staff. The interviews were done at prearranged times by telephone with an interview 
guide sent to the interviewees beforehand. An introductory letter describing the purpose of the study 
was sent by the Executive Director to interviewees outside IDRC. 

Three interview schedules were designed: (1) for NAAC members; (2) for project leaders; and (3) 
for AcacialIDRC management and staff. The interview schedules for the NAAC members and 
project leaders were translated into French and the interviews held in either English or French. Each 
interview took between one and one and a halfhours. A few interviewees provided written answers, 
either in addition to, or instead of telephone interviews. The interview schedules are provided in 
Annex 3. 

The interview data were particularly important in writing sections 2, 7 and 8 although they have been 
used throughout the assessment to provide cross-checks with the document review. 

Document review 

Project and program documents were made available in hard copy and electronically by the Acacia 
Research Officer in Ottawa and by Acacia Program Officers in the Regional Offices. These included 
project approval documents, project reports and program reports. In response to a call for "success 
stories" additional documentation was sent by Acacia program staff. These were reviewed to provide 
input to the overview of the program activities in sections 3 and 4, to provide additional detail on 
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specific proj ects, and to compare with the results of the interviews. As this draft report is being 
written, more material is still being received. 

1.4 Acknowledgements 

I would like to thank all those who gave interviews to me, and to Acacia staff in Ottawa and the 
Regional Offices who sent documentation and ideas. They provided the key data for the study. In 
particular, this assessment could not have been done in the time-frame without the help, and speedy 
responses, of Heather Cook and Frank Tulus in Ottawa and Ron Archer in W ARO. 

I would like to acknowledge the strong support of Gaston Zongo, Executive Director of Acacia, and 
his early recognition of the value of a mid-term review to assess what Acacia has already achieved 
and what the future directions might be. 

Any gaps and errors remain my own. In trying to synthesize the obj ectives and outputs of nearly 200 
program acti vities, as well as the different views ofthe stakeholder groups, I know that I have missed 
some important information and not done justice to other sources. There was just too much to read 
and to learn in too little time. 

2 ACACIA'S VISION AND OBJECTIVES 

2.1 Origins 

The idea for Acacia was born in the excitement surrounding the Inforn1ation Society for African 
Development (IS AD) Conference held in South Africa in May 1996. The former President ofIDRC 
asked a small team of information science experts together with the Regional Director for Southern 
Africa to develop a concept paper for a major IDRC initiative which was presented to the IDRC 
Board in October 1996. The Governors approved up to $1 million for a one year preparatory phase 
October 1996- October 1997. 

During the preparatory phase, the ground was very well prepared by the Acacia team for the launch 
ofthe Program, with wide ranging background studies, stakeholder consultations and initial project 
development. Reports were prepared on information and telecommunication policies, a review of 
the technological options for connectivity to communities, and overviews of information content 
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relevant to communities. Consultations were held with various governments, research groups and 
other organisations. Explorations for program development included workshops on governance 
models for Acacia and modalities for the evaluation and learning component, ELSA, as well as the 
development of more than 50 project proposals in the Acacia pipeline. The outputs of the 
preparatory phase are impressive. It would be hard to imagine that any other IDRC initiative .in 
recent times had as careful a preparation as did Acacia. 

The proposal for a major five year program: Acacia: Communities and the Information Society in 
Africa - A major IDRC-/ed initiative in Sub-Saharan Africa" was approved by the IDRC Board in 
March 1997. Acacia would work within the ECA-1ed African Information Society Initiative CAISI) 
which links African government initiatives with those of international donors . The proposal 
anticipated funding for fi ve years, begimling with $8 million in year 1, $12 million in year 2, $15 
million in years 3 and 4, and $10 million in year 5. It also envisaged a 25 year time frame in which 
Acacia would evolve from an implementation program through the replication of its best practice 
to the transformation of African communities through ICTs. This assessment is on the first three 
years 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-2000. 

2.2 Founding concepts 

The key elements in Acacia's vision are to: 

o target disadvantaged, mainly mral communities which are isolated from access to 
information and communication networks; 

o target marginalised groups within these communities, especially women and youth; 

o demonstrate that these communities, once they have connectivity through modem 
ICTs, will use them to search for local solutions to development problems. 

To achieve the vision, three mutually reinforcing goals were set: 

o to demonstrate how connectivity can most effectively help communities to solve their 
own development problems; 

o to build a body of knowledge and evidence which will identify the policies, 
technologies, approaches and methods which will best support connectivity in 
disadvantaged communities; and 

o to create a momentum in expanding mral access to ICTs, through multi-sectoral 
partnerships. 

The outputs foreseen in the founding document presented to the Board in March 1997 were: 
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o community-level connectivity, mainly through community telecentres; 

o action research within pilot projects to test different models oftelecentres and o ther 
forms of community access; 

o technology (software, hardware and content) adapted for use in mral communit ies; 

o infrastmcture for low-cost network expansion; 

o research leading to reform of leT policy, regulation and practice; 

o development of applications for local development needs (health, education etc.) 

o "feedback" models to show how leTs can help community level voices reach higher 
levels of government and how communities can use research results themselves; 

o new forms of partnerships in development assistance. 

The centrepiece of all these outputs was community connectivity facilitating self-directed community 
development. This is the focal point for the "four pillars" in the Acacia strategy which would 
support integrated programs within selected countries: reform national and regional leT policy, 
support the creation of relevant applications and content, extend leT infrastmcture and develop leT 
technology. Progress in all four were seen as necessary within any national context to help 
communities "leapfrog" in their development by means of connectivity. 

The original vision was to demonstrate that concerted action on all four "pillars" would speed the 
delivery of leT access to communities and that, as results were demonstrated in the four initial 
strategic countries (Mozambique, Senegal, South Africa and Uganda), similar integrated national 
strategies would be initiated in other African countries within the framework of AISI. 

Beyond the four countries of concentration, Acacia would undertake work on (1) promising 
technologies or approaches; (2) links with neigbouring infrastmctures; (3) reinforcing regional 
capacities; or (4) testing the ground for integrated strategy development. They were to demonstrate 
regional scope and provide the first opportunities for propagating lessons learned. Throughout 
program implementation, special attention was to be given to promote access of women and youth 
to leTs and their benefits. 

Acacia also envisaged four other components which were seen as critical to its success. These are: 

o capacity building - from the community user level up to high level engineering and 
technical JeT skills; 

o research in three main areas: policy research; socio-economic impact research; and 
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R&D on promising ICT technologies (such as voice recognition, machine translation, 
wireless connectivity, GIS); 

o ELSA - the evaluation and learning system for Acacia which would provide 
participatory feedback between communities and decision-makers; test Acac ia's 
hypotheses, undertake project evaluation, and be the learning mechanism fo r the 
entire Acacia program; 

o partnerships: Acacia would mobilise the private sector, governments, donors and 
international organisations as strategic partners in the design and implementation of 
its activities and to provide the funds and ensure sustainability in the long term. 

2.3 Are there problems in the vision? 

With hindsight, there appear to be a number of problems in the original vision and founding 
concepts. Some arise from the historical circumstances within IDRC; some are inherent in the 
central hypothesis; and some relate to the gap between the vision and its implementation. 

Historical origins 
Whatever the undoubted merits of the original conception of Acacia, the program was conceived 
when IDRC was looking for a "big bang" initiative which would capture the imagination, would 
attract other donors to contribute funding through IDRC, and would help to put IDRC at the leading 
edge of innovation in development. The idea of bringing the information highway into rural 
communities in Africa fitted the bill. 

Thus the design of the Acacia Initiative was influenced by the organisational circumstances at the 
time of its origin. It inherited the mantle ofthe "Information Sciences and Systems Division"(ISSD) 
which was disestablished in 1995-96; a mantle which included the ISSD more operational approach 
to development compared to the rest ofIDRC and some old internal rivalries. As the Acacia concept 
was developed, its creators had to respond to many critiques coming from within IDRC. The concept 
became crafted to respond to, and sometimes anticipate, these critiques and the design became 
unduly ambitious and complex. At the same time, the program also inherited the very high 
reputation which ISSD had built in Africa over the previous decades within the information and 
communications communities. To some degree, Acacia is still living on that capital. 

Perhaps the main influence of the particular circumstances surrounding Acacia's inception was that 
the initiative was grandiose. Rather than a careful incremental approach, the strategy was to make 
major investments in pilot projects, concentrate on demonstration rather than research, and spend 
money at a rate that was unusually high for IDRC. The argument presented to the Board was that 
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"Acacia must be carried out at a sufficiently · significant scale [their emphasis} to 
demonstrate measurable results and hence lead the way for national and regional 
implementation programs" 4 

There were inevitable reperCUSSIOns from the emphasis on scale to how the program was 
implemented. 

Problems inherent in the core hypothesis 
Acacia correctly targetted the provision of ICT access to disadvantaged communities as its central 
goal. IDRC is admired by people in the region for focussing on communities, and is regarded as by 
project leaders as providing leadership to other donors. In the original proposals, IDRC recognised 
that disadvantaged rural communities were being neglected by other donors working in lCTs, and 
were likely to continue to be neglected. The major leap of faith made by lDRC in launching Acacia 
was that where lDRC led, others would follow. This has proved to be only partly true. lDRC still 
seems to have the community lCT access field largely to itself. The few donors who are also 
working partly with communities are leading their own programs rather than folding them into a 
multi-donor expanded Acacia. 

The central hypothesis is focussed on connectivity as its main entry point. This has led to what many 
see as an over-emphasis on connectivity to the detriment of information content, especially in the 
first two years when many of the pilot projects were started. As will be seen later, the expectation 
that other programs in lDRC would work closely with Acacia on the content side of the equation was 
not realised, at least not in any systematic or strategic way. Today, things are changing to strengthen 
the content side of Acacia's projects, but some still regard it as too little, too late. 

Within lDRC, some people think that the central hypothesis that lCTs are trans formative in terms 
of development is too general to be tested and therefore Acacia is conceptually weak as a research 
program. They also point out that the hypothesis could only be tested if it is buttressed by all four 
pillars (policy reform; infrastructure expansion; technology development and content applications) 
and that Acacia does not have the four pillars in place in anyone of its four strategic countries. 
While conceptually this criticism is valid, it also seems to be a more stringent test than is applied to 
other lDRC programs, which may also have untestable hypotheses about development. A fairer 
criticism might be that the design does not adequately link the work envisaged on national lCT 
policy reform with community access and community demand for, and generation of, information 
content. Some of the work in MlMAP might be helpful in this regard. 

The gap between vision and implementation 

4Program proposal "Acacia: Communities and the Information Society in Africa" approved by the IDRC 
Board for funding in March 1997 
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Some of the problemsAcacia has encountered relate more to the incompatibility between design and 
implementation than conceptual weaknesses. Acacia's strategy was based on three important 
assumptions: that there would be a significant effort in capacity building at all levels; that ELSA 
would be operating from the outset to provide baseline data, measure performance and impact, and 
feed information into a program-wide learning system; and that other donors would take over the 
funding of technology and connectivity roll-out. Within the first three years, none of the three 
assumptions have played out as anticipated. This has caused operational and credibility problems 
for Acacia. 

Capacity in ICTs is limited in Africa at all levels; from community user and telecentre operator to 
technology irmovator and successful entrepreneur. Acacia's plan to start with pilot projects put the 
demonstration cart before the capacity-building horse. Human resources development is still lagging 
behind in the implementation strategy and is a constraining factor in the success of community 
access. The second assumption in the minds of Acacia's creators was that ELSA would be 
operational from the begilming. For various reasons, this has not happened, and program integration 
has suffered as a result. The third was that other donors would be there to fund second phases of 
pilot projects, replications, and supporting activities. If these donors are not in place soon, there is 
a serious question whether IDRC has the staying power to continue with demonstration projects for 
long enough to test the initial hypotheses. 

2.4 Is there a shared vision today? 

The interviews with project leaders, NAAC members and IDRC/Acacia management and staff 
showed that everyone understood the central vision and core hypotheses of Acacia. Most of the 
project leaders and NAAC members still support its conceptual approach and its primary focus on 
community cormectivity. Within the Acacia management and staff, there is an emerging consensus 
that the vision, or at least, the strategy, needs to change. 

Among the reasons given are that the ICT environment has changed dramatically since the original 
concept was developed early in 1996. Technology has advanced at a pace unforeseen four years ago. 
For example, cell phones have moved from elite status to mainstream in a number of African 
countries. The local private sector, particularly in West Africa, has become active in running ICT 
businesses from phone and fax shops to cybercafes; and at least the former are moving out of the 
urban centres into the secondary towns and smaller communities. 

There is a growing concern that content has been relatively neglected in the rush to connectivity and 
content is not only closer to IDRC's core business, but is the missing link between connectivity and 
community development. Increasingly, the successful models for connectivity seem to be sector
based, such as Schoolnet and education or Healthnet and health clinics. 

The experience in the first three years also raises questions about whether Acacia is too ambitious 
and should be streamlined. The four pillars on which the integrated national strategies are based are 
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too complex and encompass too many uncontrollable variables. Perhaps, some argue, a focu s on 
linking macro-policy and local action would be more effective, without trying to fund also R&D in 
ICT technology and expand infrastructure. Should Acacia reduce its four pillars to two? This 
question arises from concerns about the looseness of the concept itself and fears that the resources 
of Acacia are spread too thinly to have a critical mass anywhere. 

Finally, while accepting the validity of the initial hypothesis, a significant number of people 
interviewed, especially but not only within IDRC, fee l that Acacia needs to return to its "research 
roots". It lacks a grand research vision or overall research framework that will help to integrate its 
activities conceptually, and practically - in generating lessons learned and shared. In essence, 
Acacia needs to pose two additional and overarching questions: (1) whether ICTs are part of the 
solution to development problems (and not assume that they are); and (2) how do the development 
problems interact with ICTs to become different problems requiring somewhat different solutions? 

3 THE PROJECT ACTIVITIES: WHAT DOES ACACIA DO? 

Part of the tenns of reference for this assessment was to provide some insight into the program areas 
of Acacia to answer the question "What does Acacia actually do?" One ofthe reasons for asking the 
question is to better understand what the links - actual and potential- are between Acacia's work on 
access to ICTs and other work in IDRC on a number of development problems such as health and 
education. Since the original program proposal was submitted to the IDRC Board in 1997, 
information on Acacia activities has tended to be either on specific projects, or statistical reporting 
in terms of the Acacia budget allocation to national strategies, cross-cuts, tools and infrastructure, 
off-shoots and opportunities etc. While this may be adequate for demonstrating that Acacia is 
spending its budget according to its planned financial allocations, it does not provide an adequate 
basis for strategic program planning or strategic re-adjustments. 

This part ofthe assessment (sections 3, 4,5, and 6) relies heavily on an analysis ofthe special project 
data base created for this task, together with a review of as many project documents as possible. It 
pays particular attention to the concerns reflected in the terms of reference regarding development 
applications, telecentres, gender and youth etc. Other areas, such as policy, tools and infrastructure 
and capacity building are not dealt with in any detail. 

In addition to trying to answer the question "What does Acacia do?" by providing new information 
on the characteristics of the entire corpus of Acacia project activities, the assessment also asks some 
strategic questions for each sub-set, which could be addressed as Acacia plans its next phase. 
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3.1 Geographical distribution 

Acacia's work is concentrated in the four countries designated for integrated programs: Mozambiq ue, 
Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda with 69% of its funding for the three years 1997-2000. Of the 
remaining 31 % of the budget, half was spent on activities in other countries in West, Southern or 
East Africa and half was spent on Pan-African initiatives (Table 3.1). 

Table 3.1 Geographical distribution of Acacia activities 1997-2000 

Area No. of Budget % of budget 
activities 

Mozambique 14 $2,275,263 13% 

Senegal 37 $3,384,269 20% 

South Africa 41 $3,750,404 22% 

Uganda 25 $2,343,648 14% 

Other countries in Southern Africa 13 $663,577 4% 

Other countries in \V est Africa 11 $636,777 4% 

Other countries in East Africa 10 $1,402,277 8% 

Pan-African activities 37 $2,548,131 15% 

Total 188 $17,004,346 100% 

3.2 Main purpose of Acacia projects 

The projects were assigned to different categories on the basis of a review of the project approval 
documents, or where one was not available, on the basis of the project description entry in the 
Radius/EPIK system. While the definition of the categories is relatively straightforward, the 
classification of individual projects proved to be challenging for two main reasons. There is a 
tendency to promote the project activity as being all things to all people; and it is not always clear 
what the main purposes of the activity are from the project description. Each project was coded 
twice so could have up to two main purposes. 

The main categories for "project purpose" used in the database are: implementation, research, 
evaluation, capacity building, meetings, Acacia program development, Acacia project development, 
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providing advice to Acacia, and providing input to national and regional leT policy. The results 
given in table 3.2 are indicative rather than definitive as some projects may genuinely have more than 
two important purposes. There may also be errors in the coding owing to insufficient data. The 
category, meeting obviously overlaps with other categories. 

Table 3.2 Main purposes of Acacia project activities 1997-2000 

Main purpose of activity No. of % of Budget Percentage 
activities activities* 1997-2000 ofbudget* 

Implementation 32 17% $7,158,950 42% 

Research 24 13% $4,930,025 29% 

Evaluation 26 14% $3,533,484 20% 

Capacity building 42 22% $3,922,026 23% 

Meetings 55 29% $1,599,637 9% 

Acacia program development 23 12% $1,185,690 7% 

Acacia project development 31 16% $663,667 4% 

Acacia National Advisory stmctures 9 5% $1,229,454 7% 

Input to nationalJregional ICT 27 14% $2,623,602 15% 
policy 

* percentages add to more than 100% as projects could have one or two main purposes 

Table 3.2 shows that 17% of the project activities have an implementation component, accounting 
for 42% of the project activity budget. In contrast, 29% of the projects involve meetings as a major 
component but these account for only 9% of the budget. Implementation and meetings probably 
represent two scalar opposites in terms the ratio between dollars appropriated and cost to Acacia of 
administering them. Research is given as a main purpose in only 13% ofthe activities but accounts 
for 29% of the three year budget. Likewise, 14% of activities have a significant evaluation 
component but they represent 20% of the budget. Anumber of these projects are implementation 
activities which include evaluation of the success of the implementation as their "research" 
component. Capacity building is a major component of 22% of the activities . 

As might be expected for the first phase of a new and complex initiative like Acacia, a number of 
the activities are directed at Acacia's internal needs: 12% are mainly to help develop Acacia's 
program strategies, 16% are project development activities and 5% are to support Acacia's advisory 
and coordination structures in the four strategic countries. These Acacia-supporting activities 
account for a third of the project activities in the first three years but only 18% of the three year 
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budget. 

Policy oriented projects 

Although the policy oriented projects are not a specific focus ofthis assessment, the analysis showed 
that 14% of the project activities, accounting for 15% of the budget, are oriented specifically towards 
policy development. Most ofthese projects are focussed on national information and communication 
policies, especially in the four main countries, although some are concerned with regional 
harmonisation of policies. 

Table 3.3 shows the main breakdown for the policy oriented projects into those concerned with 
information and communication policy (including telecommunications), school networking policy, 
broadcasting policy, policy in relation to the private sector (lCT industry, e-commerce, and 
commercial telecentres). 

Table 3.3 Policy oriented projects funded by Acacia 1997-2000 

I 
Policy area 

I 
Budget 

I 
Percent of 

I budget 

Information and communication policies $1,802,323 70% 

Policies for ICTs in schools/SchoolNet $505,396 19% 

Broadcasting policy $88,359 3% 

Policies for ICTs and private sector $130,082 5% 

3.3 Examples of early success 

This assessment covers only the first three years of Acacia's activities so it is too early to identify 
the impacts of particular projects as successful or not. The determination of the impacts of Acacia 
on areas such as community economic and social development, the empowerment of women, the 
employment of youth or the educational outcomes for children, will take many more years than are 
available to this assessment. Despite this, Acacia management and staff were asked to identify what 
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projects they thought were, or looked likely to be, early successes. This exercise revealed that the 
criteria by which success was being judged included external recognition, the creation or 
strengthening of partnerships, the quality of research, the contribution to evaluation and learning, 
and capacity building of target groups. 

Among the most successful of Acacia's projects is the one undertaken by ENDA Tiers-Mond e in 
SenegaP. This project, led by Mme. Rabia Abdel-Krim, is working in partnership with a number of 
local groups in different communities in Senegal, to undertake a needs assessment ofthe community 
for information and communication and to enable the groups to provide telecentre facilities for their 
own purposes and for the community. It is outstanding in its participatory approach to local 
development and the time that ENDA is prepared to devote to careful preparation of the community 
before implementing any solutions or introducing new technology. 

One ofthe groups being supported by ENDA, a women's cooperative called the Grand Coast Fishing 
Operators' Union is using the Internet to successfully promote their fish products, monitor export 
markets and negotiate prices with overseas buyers. It was noted in Time Magazine (J anuary 31 2000) 
as a success story in narrowing the North-South Divide in information technology. 

The ENDA Cyberpop project as a whole won an international prize on Febmary 252000 offered by 
Alcatel, the French telecom operator for "Social Bridges" out of 140 competitors from around the 
world. The reasons given for the awarding ofthe prize to ENDA were the participatory approach to 
improve access to infonnation and knowledge through (a) democratising the use of ICTs by 
integrating them into the community social fabric, including access to hitherto disadvantaged groups; 
(b) the enhanced value to the resources developed by the groups by making their social and 
technological innovations more widely known; and ( c) the production of indigenous products related 
to alternative strategies to combat poverty and to strengthen sustainable development. 

In the area of partnerships, several of Acacia projects have built on earlier initiatives ofIDRC and 
other donors, thus making their work more effective. These include the African Highlands Initiative 
1997-98 (55197) and the Mzunduzi River Catchment Community Information and Communication 
Network 1997-98 (3981 or 97-8917) in South Africa6 which extended the work ofGTZ in supporting 
leT hubs for local environmental groups to share information and to make it available to local 
communities . It is also an example of an effective partnership between a community based 
organisation (the Greater Edendale Environmental Network) and a research institution (the Institute 
of Natural Resources, an agency linked to the University of Natal). The overall goal of the project 
is to improve decision making through communication and information management both for short 
term response to flooding and for a long term integrated catchment management system. During the 

5Utilisation et appropriation des TIC par les organisations poulaires au Senegal (project 65198) 1997-98, 
ENDA Tiers Monde, Senegal. Website: www.enda.snlcyberpop 

6The Msunduzi Community Network (Phase 1) Final report; July 1999, Institute of Natural Resources and 
Greater Edendale Environmental Network. 
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Phase 1 the main project goals were achieved, including the establishment of a network of six ICT 
hubs, training community representatives, five workshops, and the production of a guideline 
document; all within a difficult environment with problems of telephone connectives and finances. 

Perhaps one of the most successful Acacia projects at attracting other donors to join IDRC's 
initiative is the South Africa SchoolNet program (4247). The Secretariat currently housed in ROSA 
is co funded by the World Bank WorldLinks Project and the Open Society Foundation of South 
Africa (SOROS) as well as in-kind contributions from the private sector. A regional SchoolNet for 
Southern Africa with pUblic-private support may well develop from this initiative. 

Some of the e-commerce projects developed collaboratively with Acacia and SMMEIT look very 
promising for future commercial support and thus longer term sustainability. One ofthese, the Rural 
Business Information Network Pilot Project 98-8913) is co-funded with the Ford Foundation and is 
administered by the BEES Tmst (BT) which emerged as a non-profit tmst after a US AID project 
1993-96. A number of other donors are working with BT, including Kellogg Foundation, DFID, 
UNDP and the EU. More unusually, BT has successfully brokered pUblic-private partnerships with 
a number of local businesses providing support together with South African government agencies. 
The project takes the tourism sector as a test case for SME development through ICTs. It is a sector 
with very limited black business involvement in South Africa but one with large potential. . The 
project has found that cOImectivity is less of a challenge than capacity building among the staff of 
the participating Local Business Service Centres and the individual SME entrepreneurs. The project 
has successfully attracted the attention of a private Internet Services Provider which is building a 
web portal for holiday planning in South Africa. This will enable local entrepreneurs to have wider 
market exposure, and provide the web content as well as local promotional and brokering services 
that the ISP is looking for. The project is building the skills that the entrepreneurs and the non-profit 
Local Business Service Centres need to partner with the private sector. 

Another successful capacity building project which attracted the attention of private entrepreneurs 
is Connectivity and Commerce: Accelerating Diffusion of the Internet in Uganda and Tanzania (98-
8555).7 This project, undertaken by Canadian consultants, Jeffrey Fine and Jacques Rostenne 
together with local partners in Uganda and Tanzania, and funded jointly by IDRC and the World 
Bank was targeted at "early adopters" among local entrepreneurs through fee-paying workshops 
advertised commercially in local newspapers. The project was designed to test whether local 
entrepreneurs would be prepared to pay a relatively high fee ($100 CAD) to learn how to use the 
Internet in their businesses, whether it would attract the leading entrepreneurs who could then be role 
models for later adopters, and whether the training workshops and materials would lead e-commerce 
ventures. The project proved successful in all aspects. Too many entrepreneurs wanted to pay the 
fee to join the workshops and the project team selected those which had the most potential both to 
succeed and to influence others. The progress of the participants was carefully followed by other 

7Fine, 1.F. and Rostenne, 1., 1999, Connectivity and Commerce: Accelerating Diffusion of the Internet in 
Uganda and Tanzania: Final Report (98-8555). . 
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entrepreneurs and by March 2000, a dozen new e-commerce ventures have been established. 

At the policy level, a successful project is Appui a fa rf?Jorme institutionelle et politique (65224) 
which has been able to inform and sensitise local councillors, government officials and civil society 
on the role that ICTs can play in the government decentralization process in Senegal. It has been 
undertaken by the Societe afraicanine d'education et formation pour Ie developpement (SAFEFOD). 
The project has developed management tools, such as budget and registry software, that can be used 
by the new local administrative bodies. Many of these bodies have asked to be trained to use the 
software and are beginning to use them. The software tools were officially presented to the Canadian 
and Sengalese Prime Ministers during the official visit ofM. Chretien to Senegal in 1999. 

Many of Acacia's projects are stronger on implementation than on research but one which is a 
research success story is Introduction des TIC dans fa demarche de gestion des terroirs villageois 
(Senegal) 65226 undertaken by la Fondation Rurale d' Afrique de l'Ouest (FRAO).8 This 
organisation is well known for its work with rural communities using participatory methods and 
providing technical support to enable communities to identify and realise their own development 
goals. FRAO have developed a diagnostic toolkit to "map out" the present patterns of 
communication and how to meet the information needs of the community. The kit includes Venn 
diagrams to map communication patterns for particular institutions; schematic maps of key 
communication localities; historic time-lines for communication development; and information flows 
in places like markets and mosques as well as constraints analysis and workshops focussed on 
developing solutions. Following the diagnosis, some ICT prototypes are developed and tested by 
FRAO and the community to meet the identified needs. These have included a financial support 
software, a CD-ROM for self teaching and data bases for agricultural techniques, and a medical 
registry. FRAO has also emphasised the importance of learning in the project and has concluded 
that in rural Senegal, the introduction oftelecentres and ICTs must be accompanied by training for 
the telecentre animateurs; telecommunications tariffs must be subsidised in poor rural areas, and 
attention needs to be given to basic education in the community. 

Among the telecentre projects funded by Acacia, the ones in Uganda (Buwama, Nabweru and 
Nakaseke) have been successfully launched and are in operation. The Nakaseke telecentre, which 
isjointly sponsored by UNESCO-ITU-IDRC is a Finalist in the Stockholm Challenge Award for best 
practice in information technology (Equal Access category). The Project Officer in charge of the 
Nakaseke telecentre, Meddie Mayanja, is very active in providing information on activities in 
Nakaseke on the Internet. The Ugandan telecentres were preceded by a series of sensitisation and 
consensus building workshops which strengthened local commitment to the projects and deflected 
opposition from traditional communication channels. Local management committees were formed 
and local volunteers aged 16-27 years were enlisted and trained in basic ICT use to act as a core of 
local change agents. The volunteers were trained in either English or local languages and are now 
being paid on a commission basis from fees charged by the telecentre to new students. 

8FRAO, Feb. 2000, Integrer les NTIC aux projets des communautes rurales en Afrique. Report to IDRC. 
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In all three communities, agricultural information was deemed a high priority by the local fanners 
and this demand for content is being effectively used as an entry point in the telecentre. The link 
has been made between Nakaseke telecentre and Makere Medical School and Mulago Hospital to 
develop telemedicine. The telecentres are thus attracting local partnerships in health and agriculture 
as well as international support from FAa in agricultural data bases. Where these telecentres 
succeeded where some others have not is in the early link made with specific applications, the 
community sensitisation process and the attention given to training a group oflocal people to act as 
telecentre workers and form a pool of trainers themselves.9 

The projects focussing on women's participation in ICTs have been developed within a strategic 
framework for gender and a number of them are expected to be success stories. Among them is 
Enhancing Women's participation in Governance through Access to Civic Information and 
Information and Communication Technologies 1997-98 (Kenya) 55394. This project was led by the 
Family Support Institute (F ASI) and is focussed on capacity building, both of resource centres for 
civic education and of women from two rural communities in Kenya. Commercial marketing 
techniques were adapted for use in behaviour change for civic education and the materials produced 
through the workshops, such as posters, were successfully tested to be applied more widely in Kenya. 

Most of the projects identified by Acacia staff as early success stories were started in the first year 
of Acacia's implementation. Other, later projects also show signs of significant success, but are not 
far enough along to be able to report at this stage on their results or outcomes. 

4 ACACIA'S WORK IN SECTORAL APPLICATIONS 

A considerable proportion of Acacia's project activities are related to a specific application or 
development sector (41 %). These are concentrated in four sectors: natural resources management, 
health, education and small business/e-commerce, with a fifth area, governance/human rights which 
has received only 1 % of the project activity budget. The proportion of Acacia's activities in 
applications increased significantly over the three years: from only 27% of total project activity 
budget in the first year (1997 -98), to 46% in year two (1998-99) to 60% in 1999-2000. Table 4.1 

9Mayanja, M., March 2000, Access and Empowemlent: experiences and lessons from the Multi-purpose 
community telecentres in Uganda: paper presented at the Second Global Knowledge Conference, Malaysia, March 
7-102000. 
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shows the relative investment within Acacia in each development sector for the three year period 
1997-2000. 

Table 4.1 Acacia's work in .application related projects 1997-2000 

Sector Number of Budget Percentage of % of total 
Activities applications program 

budget budget 

Natural resources 13 $1,974,634 28% 12% 
management 

Health 12 $1,035,542 15% 6% 

Education 23 $2,093,577 29% 12% 

Business le- 20 $1,765,212 25% 10% 
commerce 

Governance/ human 5 $192,419 3% 1% 
rights 

Total 73 $7,507,936 100% 41% 

4.1 Natural resources management 

Acacia has invested $1.97 million in 13 project activities related to natural resources management. 
This represents 28% of the project budget spent on sectoral applications and 12 % of the total three 
year program activity budget of Acacia. The 13 activities are concentrated on six main initiatives 
on natural resources management (table 4.2). 

In terms of expected outcomes the major initiatives fall into three groups: providing connectivity; 
providing information; or providing both: 

o connectivity as a main objective The projects in Mozambique, and the Mzunduzi 
River catchment in South Africa are primarily concerned with connectivity. In 
Mozambique, the objective is to establish an operating wireless communication 
system and data flow between, and among, camp wardens in remote sites responsible 
for fish and wildlife (Tete Province) or forestry (Manica Province) and provincial and 
ministry headquarters. 
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Table 4.2 Major activities in natural resources management within Acacia 1997-2000 

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT TOTAL GEOGRAPHIC 

MAJOR ACTIVITY BUDGET AREA 

Wireless connectivity for natural resources $425,073 Mozambique 
management (Tete and Manica) 

Use of leTs for sustainable natural resources $206,219 Senegal 
management (F erlo) 

Information and communication network for $284, 191 South Africa 
managing Mzunduzi River Catchment 

Agricultural information resource centre in Northern $259,015 South Africa 
Province 

Electronic delivery of agricultural research $300,278 Uganda 
information 

Adding value to natural products $100,000 West Africa 

African Highlands Initiative $399,858 U gandaiKenya 

In Mzunduzi River Catchment, the objective is to expand the community-based 
electronic network from three to eight hubs and to help the participating 
environmental groups to share information and to make it available to local 
communities, with the goal of improving both watershed management and 
environmental quality for the population living on the flood plain. 

Both projects are adding or expanding connectivity to earlier projects. The one in 
Mozambique was originally funded in 1994 by IDRC and Ford Foundation as a 
community based natural resources management (CBNRM) project. The first three 
ICT hubs in Mzunduzi were funded by GTZ: Acacia is expanding these to eight. 

o packaging and disseminating information The projects in Uganda and Northern 
Province in South Africa have as their primary objective the packaging and 
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dissemination of agricultural, environmental and market information, especially from 
the National Agricultural Research Organizations and the Internet, to local 
communities and farmers. The information packages are based on needs assessment 
and are translated into local languages. They include information such as weather 
reports, early warning on pest. infestations, stock and market information, new 
technologies and practices and access to credit and training. The project in Uganda 
will use the three Acacia-supported telecentres in Nabweru, Buwama and Nakaseke 
to test its information packaging and dissemination. In South Africa, agricul tural 
resource centres are being established. 

The project in the Sahelian Ferlo Zone of northern Senegal is designed to provide 
information for local populations engaged in pastoralism, such as weather forecasts, 
brush fire warnings, information on animal movements, poaching, and market prices 
for local products. Information packaging is based on careful assessment of local 
information needs and is done by a mobile team of an information specialist and 
community facilitators who download information via the Internet and receive it via 
e-mail from Dakar, then package and translate it, and diffuse it through a network 
of existing phone and fax shops and local radio to reach as wide a population as 
possible. 

o providing connectivity and information packaging The Acacia component of the 
African Highlands Initiative is establishing a communications network between a 
central hub (telecentre) and remote sites at two benchmark sites (one in Uganda and 
one in Kenya). It is also undertaking a needs assessment to design the information 
packages for farmers, extension workers and local decision makers, and is working 
with local farmers to generate new knowledge to put into the information system. 
The Acacia component is part of a larger initiative supported by IDRC and others. 

Most of the natural resources management projects are with established international organisations, 
such as ICRAF, IUCN and CABI or with national governmental agencies (NAROs) which have 
strong research and operational capacities and are not dependent on Acacia funding for their 
survival. The Mzunduzi River Catchment project is with GREEN, a small environmental NGO 
which is dependent on project funding to sustain its activities. When there was an delay of six 
months in starting the Phase II ofthis project, the phone lines for the connectivity network from the 
GREEN were cut, and the sustainability ofthe project was put on hold. Most of the Acacia proj ects 
in natural resources management are also building on earlier projects, funded by IDRC or other 
donors so they are adding value to existing donor activities. 

4.2 Health 

Acacia has invested $1,035,542 in twelve activities in health applications of ICTs. The health 
component is focussed around two major telemedicine projects which account for 85% ofthe health 
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sector budget: a West African network with its central hub in Senegal and a project in Uganda. The 
other much smaller activities are largely in support of the two big projects. They include 
participation in six meetings in different parts of the world; a feasibility study transferring 
experience in social services delivery from Newfoundland to Africa; travel support to facilitate the 
coordination of the two projects in Senegal and Uganda; the development of a telemedicine 
evaluation framework and a small study on the impact ofICTs on maternal health in Uganda (Table 
4.3) 

Table 4.3 Major activities in health sector within Acacia 1997-2000 

HEALTH SECTOR TOPIC TOTAL GEOGRAPHIC 
BUDGET AREA 

West Africa telemedicine network $427,577 West Africa 

Telernedicine pilot project in Uganda $452,028 Uganda 

Coordination between the two pilot projects $30,000 Pan-African 

Feasibility study: Newfoundland-Africa $25,875 Pan-African 
transfer 

Evaluation $29,950 Pan-African 

Participation in international conferences $70,112 Africa, Canada, 
Argentina 

In general, ICTs can produce health benefits to disadvantaged communities in various ways: 

o getting help in medical emergencies and coordinating emergency response; 
o communications between medical personnel to provide specialised advice, or to 

ensure patient follow-up; 
o remote diagnosis and patient monitoring including transmission of patient data; 

simultaneous transmission of images, videoconferencing etc.; 
o administration tasks such as maintaining computerised medical records, ordering 

medical supplies; 
o data collection, research (using on-line medical data bases) and information sharing; 
o training 0 f health care workers etc.; 
o public health education in communities, schools etc. 

Many of these benefits can be realised in rural Africa without resorting to "high tech" solutions like 
real time transfer of ultrasound images (which require much bandwidth and secure connectivity). 
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Some of the most immediate and widespread benefits in health applications are likely to come from 
the "low tech" end of the spectrum where people can summon emergency help through a m ore 
reliable telephone, or health clinics can become more efficient and save time in ordering supplies 
by phone and fax, or in keeping computerised patient records. At the "mid-tech" level, Healthnet 
allows medical personnel in Africa to seek advice and to download articles from medical libraries 
in a "store and forward" satellite system operated by SatelLife (USA). 

It would appear from the documentation available that Acacia has taken as its entry point into health 
applications, the establishment of pilot connectivity for public health networks. In Uganda, the pilot 
network is focussed on the Makerere University Medical School and associated teaching hospi tals, 
with communication links to outlying health clinics. In the Senegal project, the network wi ll 
probably be centred at the University Cheikh Anta Diop in Dakar and will eventually link hospi tals 
in Senegal, Mali, Burkino Faso, Guinea, and Tunisia. 

The Makerere project w ill put in place the connectivity fo r the pilot network and wi ll undertake 
demonstrations oftelemedicine and distant continuing education for medical practitioners. It will 
use the results to establish the technical, organisational and financial framework of a future, more 
comprehensive telemedicine program in Uganda. The West Africa pilot project is undertaking the 
preparatory work for establishing a regional telemedicine network, including bringing participants 
together, establishing the network organisation, sensitising public health officials and medical 
practitioners to the potential uses oftelemedicine, and preparing a major implementation proposal 
for Phase II. Both projects are relatively expensive ones (nearly half a million dollars each) so 
clearly the number of similar projects that Acacia can fund is limited. Both also anticipate future 
funding, so there is a longer term question of sustainability and future expectations from Acacia. 

Some of the questions that Acacia might wish to address about its current strategy in health 
applications are : 

o how will the telemedicine projects, which tend to be "top down" and in urban areas, 
link with the "bottom-up" community based focus of other themes in Acacia? 

o should the emphasis on high quality connectivity (and the high costs involved) be 
complemented with more activities focussed on information content designed to 
respond to community health needs? 

o Acacia is a partner in the five MUltipurpose Community Telecentres being 
established by ITU-UNESCO-IDRC in Mali, Uganda, Benin, Tanzania and 
Mozambique, which are relatively "high tech", and some of which involve 
telemedicine components. How do these projects fit in the health application 
strategy of Acacia? 

o would there be more opportunities fo r collaboration with other IDRC African 
program activities in health, if a broader strategic look was taken at alternative 
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approaches to using ICTs to maximise health benefits? 

o should the costlbenefit ratio (and opportunity costs) of telemedicine projects be a 
research issue for Acacia? Could the telemedicine evaluation framework being 
developed within Acacia be put to broader use? 

4.3 Education 

Acacia has spent $2,093,577 on education related proj ects in the three years 1997-2000. Almost hal f 
of this funding was provided in the first year (47%) with 40% in year two and only 13% in the 
current year (1999-2000). 

Table 4.4 Major activities in education sector within Acacia 1997-2000 

I EDUCATION TOI-Ie I BUDGET I 0/0 I GEGOGRAPHIC AREA I 
School networking $874,017 42% South Africa, Angola, 

Uganda, regional 

ICT education in schools $905,358 43% Mozambique, Senegal, South 
Africa, Lesotho 

Distant learning $27,692 1% Senegal, regional 

Literacy/community education $286,510 14% Mozambique, Senegal, South 
Africa, Ghana, regional 

$2,093,577 100% 

Acacia's activities in the education sector fall into four areas: school networking; leT education in 
schools; distant learning and basic education and literacy for communities. The first two areas 
account for 85% of Acacia's expenditures in the period 1997-2000. 

o School networking SchoolNet projects provide computers to schools which are 
usually networked within a LAN and also have links to the Internet. Not all 
computers in a school will be linked to a modem, and in some schools there are no 
communication facilities. The entry point is to provide computers and connectivity, 
and the SchoolNets also include training for teachers and students, and opportunities 
for students to interact and collaborate with students in other schools, and even in 
other countries. So far, Acacia's work in SchoolNets has been focussed in South 
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Africa which has received 60% ofthe school networking budget, and in developing 
a southern Africa regional SchoolNet. 

South Africa SchoolNet has been very successful at attracting external fund ing. 
IDRC houses a secretariat which is cofunded by IDRC, the World Bank WorldLinks 
Project and the Open Society Foundation of South Africa (SOROS). There are a 
number of private sector partners providing primarily in-kind contributions. The 
South Africa policy environment makes this an attractive prospect for IDRC to be 
able to spin-offSchoolNet South Africa or even a Regional SchoolNet as a separate 
organisation in the future. 

Based on the successful experience of SchoolNet South Africa, Acacia has 
established some demonstration pilot SchoolNet projects in Lesotho, Angola and 
Uganda. The entry points are to provide equipment, connectivity and training. 

o leT education in schools A second important component of the Acacia work in 
education applications is the introduction and strengthening of lCT education in 
schools. The projects introduce computer literacy into secondary schools, provide 
training and opportunities for schools and students to share information and 
communicate via e-mail and the Internet. In Senegal, the emphasis has been on youth 
networking and access to lCTs. 

o Distant learning Only 1 % of the education budget has been allocated to distant 
learning, mainly to two meetings and a small consultancy to review curriculum for 
lCT education. No major projects have been funded so far. 

o Literacy and basic education in communities So far, Acacia has explored this 
theme with small projects in South Africa (looking at community libraries as 
education centres); a virtual resource centre for basic education inSenegal; exploring 
school to community connectivity and two meetings (one on lCTs for literacy 
programs and one on lCTs for women's education). 

The review of activities in education raises some questions for Acacia as it considers its future 
strategy: 

o what are the expectations of Acacia's partners, including the South African 
government, for future core funding from Acacia to the SchoolNet secretariat and 
any possible spin-off organisation? 

o while SchoolNet has been a highly visible success for IDRC, it has not apparently 
been closely linked to Acacia, either organisationally, strategically or in terms of 
publicity. This has some repercussions for Acacia's own program integration, its 
visibility in Southern Africa, and also for cross-fertilisation of ideas between the two 
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initiatives. 

o the apparent "disconnect" between ROSA's flagship of SchoolNet and Acacia's 
flagship network of community telecentres may be delaying some fruitful work on 
the role of schools as community telecentres. In practice, some schools are already 
playing this role outside school hours. The potential advantages of exploring School 
to Community links is that some of the organisational weaknesses of "stand-alone 
telecentres" might be solved if the building and equipment are under the authority 
of the Ministry of Education; and the revenues from pay-for-service by the 
community might make ICTs in schools more financially viable. 

o almost all of the work of Acacia in education is concerned with connecti vity, 
equipment and associated training. Very little is concerned with curriculum 
development or innovations in distant learning. One exception to this is the Rosslyn 
project in South Africa which will develop numeracy content for a pilot learning 
centre. The general emphasis on connectivity rather than content in education 
related initiatives should perhaps be reviewed for the coming three year period. 

o the target groups for most of Acacia's education activities are secondary school 
students and their teachers . Does Acacia want to broaden this to wider groups within 
the community in the future? 

o ELSA has focussed so far on developing frameworks and research networks for 
telecentres. Some of this work might well be adapted to SchoolNets. Given the 
amount of investment in SchoolNets and the interest of other international donors, 
private sector investors and governments, an evaluation and learning network for 
SchoolNets might be a priority for ELSA. 

o Acacia does not seem to have focussed on the question of what are the learning 
outcomes of its projects in education, especially the bulk of its investment in 
SchoolNets and introducing ICTs into schools. Some ofthe reports of the Canadian 
interns working with SchoolNet South Africa point to severe problems of equipment 
(from theft to breakdown to misuse) and problems with connectivity and schools 
unable to pay the telecommunication tariffs charged. 

More fundamentally, when schools have an annual budget per student that is not 
enough to cover the cost of text books, paper and pens, there must be real tradeoffs 
in introducing ICTs, which affect net learning benefits and outcomes. Acacia is in 
a good position to examine these questions and help IDRC and other learn from 
them. 

o the question of sustain ability ofICTs in schools should be examined carefully, both 
for Acacia's commitment to Phase II's down the line and more generally in terms of 
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national ICT strategies. 

4.4 Small business and e-commerce 

In the three year period 1997-2000, Acacia has invested $1,765,212 in activities related to small 
business and the private sector. This represents 25% of all the application related work of Acacia 
and 10% of the total project activity appropriations for the three years. Most of this budget (57%) 
was appropriated in the fiscal year 1998-99. Table 4.5 gives an overview of the project activities 
in this sector. 

Table 4.5 Major activities in small business and private sector within Acacia 1997-2000 

TOPIC AREA BUDGET %OF GEOGRAPHIC AREA 
SECTOR 
BUDGET 

e-commerce $696,680 40% South Africa, Senegal, 
regional 

tourism sector and e-comm $210,714 12% South Africa 

women entrepreneurs and $577,770 33% Uganda, regional 
ICTs 

private sector strategy and $355,244 20% South Africa, Senegal, 
partnerships Uganda, regional 

There are four main areas in Acacia's work related to business and the private sector. Two of these: 
e-commerce and tourism are closely linked. There are three e-commerce projects in South Africa 
focussed on the tourism sector, which are co-funded with the Program Initiative SMMEIT. 
Together the two topic areas account for 52% of the sector related budget and are mainly 
concentrated in South Africa and Senegal. 

o e-commerce In Senegal, the cornerstones of Acacia activity in e-commerce are the 
proj ects with Tradepoint Senegal, which is part of the Global Trade Point network 
created under the auspices of UNCT AD and is the designated regional node for 
francophone Africa. Its objectives are to provide small and medium entrepreneurs 
with access to ICTs in order to increase their competitiveness by providing market 
information and to simplify government procedures by developing an electronic 
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system for commercial transactions linking entrepreneurs with banks, agriculture, 
customs and other government departments. It will also provide advice and training. 
The Acacia project with Tradepoint Senegal is a pilot project to decentralise. these 
services outside Dakar to two regions and pilot communities. A second project with 
Tradepoint Senegal is to establish a website which can host the home pages of small 
entrepreneurs and promote their businesses. It will also promote e-commerce within 
Senegal. 

In South Africa, apart from a small project on support to the Department of 
Communications to develop national e-commerce policy, most of the e-commerce 
activities are linked to small businesses in the tourism sector, particularly in rural 
areas. One project (Rural Business Information Network Pilot Project 98-8913) is 
co-funded with the Ford Foundation and with the local private sector, and provides 
ICT equipment with training and marketing support to a network of three local 
business service centres. The project outcomes will include a database application 
and web site and electronic linkages between the tourism enterprises and their 
clients, as well as support in organisational strengthening and business planning. 
The results will be monitored and evaluated. A second project with an NGO and the 
University of the Western Cape focusses on peri-urban township tourism and e
commerce. It is measuring access to ICTs among businesses in deprived 
communities and then determining how connectivity might help them. Both projects 
are related to earlier SMMEIT activities in the sector in South Africa. 

o women entrepreneurs and leTs In addition to a few smaller activities, Acacia 
has funded two large projects on women entrepreneurs and ICTs: one in Uganda 
focussed on economic empowerment for women; and one pan-African project with 
the International Women's Tribune Center (IWTC) in New York to develop a CD
ROM and associated participatory learning modules on micro-enterprise 
management which can be used for women at the grassroots level. The aim is to test 
the materials in Uganda and a few other pilot sites and then to develop a strategy for 
making them more widely available and applicable across Africa. 

In general, the projects on women and ICTsare concerned with learning as well as 
providing connectivity. Their outputs include information packaged specifically to 
meet the needs of women entrepreneurs. The projects are conceptualised within a 
framework of empowerment based on economic advancement and gender awareness
raising, including women's rights and the benefits of women's networks. The 
project recipients are generally organisations with a track-record in working wi th and 
for the ad vancement of women. 

o private sector strategy and partnerships Acacia has funded eight activities to 
help charl its own strategy with the private sector and to better understand how to 
encourage private sector participation in the development ofICTs in Africa. These 
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have included a project to provide assistance from the Information Technology 
Association of Canada (IT AC) to the ICT private sector in Senegal, and a workshop 
for participants from Uganda, Kenya and Tanzania together with government 
representatives and the Canadian private ICT sector. Acacia has also provided 
training to private entrepreneurs operating telecentres in Senegal. 

In developing its future work in ICTs for small business, Acacia might wish to consider the 
following: 

o there are a group of projects in e-commerce which could benefit from a comparative 
research framework to identify what were the bottlenecks to successful small 
enterprise development and were lCTs all, part, or none of the solution? Are there 
any useful indicators to suggest at what point and in what circumstances, lCTs can 
provide a favourable costlbenefit ratio (if the costs are to be paid by the participating 
enterprises ). 

o should Acacia build on its e-commerce projects in West and Southern Africa to 
better understand the different environments and challenges for small businesses by 
linking the projects in Senegal, South Africa and Uganda more effectively? 

o what lessons are there to be learned from the projects on women and ICTs, which 
are useful to the e-commerce projects and vice versa? 

o given SMMEIT's interest in e-commerce, is this an area which could be left to 
SMMEIT or is it a topic for more collaboration with SMMEIT in the future? How 
do SMMElT and Acacia see their relative roles in such a collaboration? 

4.5 Governance and human rights 

In the first three years, Acacia has funded five projects in governance and human rights totalling 
$192,419 or 7% of the budget applied to sector applications and 1 % of the global budget. Most of 
the budget was appropriated in the first year 1997-98 (64%) with no activities funded this current 
fiscal year 1999-2000. 

An important activity was undertaken in the first year: a survey of 103 human rights and advocacy 
organisations in Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
The survey undertook a needs assessment and proposed a strategy for developing ICT based learning 
and training materials using talents and experience within the region, that could help to strengthen 
these organisations. The survey showed that the human rights organisations are faced with hostile 
political environments in many countries and have neither the resources nor opportunity to leave 
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their daily tasks and campaigns to be trained or to network with one another. For these human rig hts 
organisations, ICTs for networking, for distant learning and for interactive training modules, have 
uniquely important advantages. 

Other activities undertaken by Acacia include a project in Kenya on women's participation in 
governance through the use of civic education resource centres located in communities, and the 
development of human rights training tools based on ICTs and special web sites using experience 
from Canada. 

The main question which might be addressed to Acacia's strategy in this sector is: 

o what is the strategy? There appears to have been a major review commissioned in 
the first year to identify the needs and opportunities for using ICTs to help human 
rights organisations in the region, but no real follow-up. The present projects do not 
seem to be fitting into any overall strategy for achieving outcomes for human rights 
and governance. 

5 CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

Acacia has set out four cross-cutting issues which are to be addressed across the region as well as 
in the four strategic countries. These are the empowerment of women and youth; human resources 
development, technology research and development; and social and policy research. The first cross
cutting issue is examined in detail here. 

5.1 Gender 

One of the important objectives of Acacia is to promote women's involvement in all aspects of 
ICTs in Africa. In addition to having a gender dimension throughout its activities, Acacia has 
undertaken some projects to examine specific gender differences in access to ICTs and their benefits. 
It has also posed questions about obstacles faced by women in using ICTs and how ICTs might 
promote women's interests and equity as well as helping women's groups to network and support 
one another. 

The gender dimension has been well integrated into Acacia activities. Even where there is no 
specific focus on gender, the issue of women's access to ICTs and the need to ensure that projects 
include women participants and women in the study popUlations, appears to have been given 
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adequate attention. In addition, there are some 18 proj ects which have a specific gender focus, 
totalling $1,151,098 over the three years 1997-2000. Of these, 32% ofthe funds were appropriated 
in 1997-98,51% in 1998-99 and 16% in 1999-2000. 

In addition to having as an objective the support of connectivity among existing women's networks, 
the initial program proposal included an Acacia gender strategy and a number of questions fo r the 
gender dimension. These are: 

o To what extent are women involved in ICTs in Africa: as users, providers, technicans 
etc? What kinds of women are involved (education, class etc)? 

o What are the specific obstacles faced by women in using ICTs in Africa? 
o What is the potential for the use of ICTs to promote women's interests, including 

equity? Will ICTs expand women's access to knowledge? Will they faci li tate 
networking and building solidarity? 

o How might women's groups organise to exploit ICTs? What and where are the 
examples? 

In the first year, a gender working group was established which met first in Nairobi in November 
1997. This group identified five areas for the development of a gender strategy. It also saw that a 
gender strategy for Acacia should not be isolated from a more general gender strategy for ICTs in 
Africa - specifically, a gender strategy for the ECA African Information Society Initiative (AISI). 
The five key areas for the strategy development are: 

o Engendering national ICT policy 
o Developing ICT content for women 
o Increasing women's access to ICTs 
o Using ICTs to benefit women, including democracy and equity 
o Engendering the ICT industry itself 

The work of Acacia in gender and ICTs differs from the other application and cross-cut areas in two 
important ways (Table 5.1). First, a considerable investment has been made in developing a 
strategy for Acacia's work, and beyond Acacia, to the AISI. About 27% of the gender specific 
budget has been spent on five activities aimed at developing a strategy for gender related work in 
Africa. 

The gender cross-cut also differs from the other areas reviewed so far in being more concerned with 
content development than with access to ICTs. Nearly half of the three year budget on gender 
related projects (49%) is concerned with developing content and web sites specifically aimed at 
meeting women's needs. The gender projects focussed on access to ICTs accounted for only 6% 
of the budget. Relatively little work has been done so far on making national ICT policy more 
gender sensitive or in changing the ICT industry itself from being a bastion of male dominated 
technology and employment. 
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Within the gender cross-cut and there is a focus on women entrepreneurs. Just over half of the 
projects with a strong gender focus (52%) are concerned with women entrepreneurs and leTs, which 
complements the work being done in the area of business and e-commerce (section 4.4). 

Table 5.1 Acacia's budget allocated to gender activities 1997-2000 

I 
GENDER TOPIC 

I 
BUDGET 

I 
%OF 

I BUDGET 

Engendering national leT policy $7,442 0.6 

Developing leT content for women $559,569 49% 

Access to leTs for women $74,111 6% 

leTs and human rights/democracy for women $108,723 9% 

Engendering the leT industry $0 0% 

leTs for women entrepreneurs* $603,419 52% 

Developing a gender strategy for Acacia $310,253 27% 

* projects in this group also may also appear in the access and content groups 

In general, the work done by Acacia on gender is well thought out and planned within a regional 
strategy. It could be argued that the amount spent on developing a gender strategy is relatively large 
(27% or $3 10,253) but the benefits of the strategy work accrue to the AISI as well as Acacia. It 
would appear to be money well spent. 

The questions which Acacia might wish to consider for the next few years are: 

o The gender strategy for the AISA emphasises the need to strengthen gender in 
national leT policy as a crucial factor in the enabling environment for leTs and 
women's advancement. Should Acacia do more work in this policy area over the 
next few years, or leave this to the AISI? 

o What lessons have been learned so far about the benefits of leTs for the 
advancement of women? Are leTs as they are being introduced to African 
communities (other than in the Acacia pilot projects) actually empowering or 
disenfranchising women? 

o Does Acacia have any lessons to share about "how to do it gender-right"? 
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5.2 Youth 

Acacia's original premise in its five year proposal is that youth hold the potential to rapidly learn 
how to use ICTs and will be a key sustaining group for local ICT capacity building. At the same 
time, it is recognised that youth- particularly those who have left school and are unemployed - have 
less access to ICTs and are in desperate need of a catalyst to help them to become productive, rather 
than destructive, members of their communities. 

The key problems facing youth in Africa today are unemployment and with it, disenfranchisement. 
In addition to the seasonal and cyclical unemployment that can be ameliorated if the labour market 
improves, there is a more serious problem of structural youth unemployment which arises from a 
mismatch between existing youth skills and existing jobs. 10 

Acacia has funded eight activities on youth and ICTs totalling $657,128 in the three years 1997-
2000. It has funded three meetings to discuss aspects ofICTs and youth, but these do not seem to 
have resulted in a youth strategy for Acacia, or not one that seems to have been implemented. One 
workshop in Kenya brought together participants from Uganda, Tanzania and Kenya to discuss a 
regional strategy on youth and leTs. 

The focus for project activities has been Senegal, where 5 of the 8 projects accounting for 85% of 
the budget on youth related activities has been allocated. The five activities in Senegal have been 
two projects and three smaller activities, all with the general objective to provide opportunities for 
access to leTs and training to young people, particularly those who are disadvantaged. 

An experiment funded in 1997 in which 50 young people from disadvantaged background 
participated in a summer camp learning and using ICTs was followed by two major projects in 
1998-99. One is with the Ministry of Youth and Sports and seeks to identify how leTs, using a 
network and support sen'ices designed to meet the needs of young people, can assist them to work 
in their own communities in special youth projects. The other project is working with secondary 
schools to create "youth cyber-spaces" in association with existing Youth Clubs (les clubs EVF) to 
test the impact of ICTs on academic achievement and understanding of specific issues such as 

10 

Paschal Mihyo in a paper "InfOlmation and communications technologies and the challenge of youth employment in 
Africa" fo r the Acacia Workshop on Human Resource Development for Information and Communication in Sub
Saharan Africa (November 16-17 1998, Nairobi) 
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population and development. 

The questions that might be addressed to this cross-cutting issue are: 

o Unlike the gender dimension, the youth cross-cut does not appear to have a c lear 
regional strategy and is heavily concentrated in one country. Should a strategy be 
articulated and should there not be a specific focus on youth employment, including 
job counselling and labour market information? 

o In Senegal, where there is the beginning of a critical mass, are there some lessons 
to be learned about priorities for work on youth and ICTs? 

o Is some 6fthe experience gained in the gender cross-cut relevant to youth and leTs? 

6 TELECENTRES 

Perhaps no aspect of Acacia's work has attracted more interest and attention than its work on 
community telecentres. The emphasis on telecentres flows directly from the vision of Acacia that 
ICTs can empower disadvantaged communities to take charge of their own development and will 
help them to leapfrog over some of the stages that other countries have undergone, because of new 
wireless technology. The vision dared to contemplate that even communities lacking other basic 
infrastructure such as water, sanitation and electricity, should be able to benefit from modem 
information and communications technology. 

There is no universally accepted definition of what a telecentre is beyond a general concept that it 
is a place (either stand-alone or in a building dedicated to another purpose such as a library, 
community centre, health clinic or school) in which a variety ofICT equipment is made available 
to users (who may be limited to residents of the local community, or even more rarely particular 
groups within the community such as farmers or students). The equipment may be limited to a 
phone (more often called a phone shop than a telecentre) or more commonly the telecentre provides 
other services such as fax, photocopies and computers. The "full service" telecentres have Internet 
connection and some specially constructed multipurpose community telecentres supported by 
Acacia also have advanced services such as medical diagnosis and telemedicine. Telecentres can 
be publically or privately owned; they can be franchised, paid for in part or in whole by international 
donors or the national government, or can be sponsored by a local institution or NGO. In practice, 
telecentres which are housed in a particular institution or are managed by an institution or local 
group (such as a National Agricultural Research Centre or Women's Group) tend to preferentially 
serve the interests ofthat group first but because they provide some services to the wider community 
(such as emergency communication services) they also fall within the definition of "community 
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telecentre". I I 

During the preparatory phase of Acacia, a review of experiences with telecentres in different parts 
of the world was commissioned to provide guidance to the Acacia initiative. 12 With hindsight, one 
drawback to this approach was that the experiences were drawn largely from highly literate soci eties 
with good telecommunications infrastructure and technological support systems. These were 
Canada, Australia, Sweden, and Wales. The two African case studies were also different from the 
reality that Acacia was about to tackle. One was from Senegal describing the private sector 
telecentres franchised and regulated by Sonatel, Senegal's state telephone company, which approved 
the franchisee and ensured that there was an adequate customer "catchment" area to make them 
economically profitable. The other African example was from the Mamelodi telecentre in South 
Africa, which is located within a public library, has received strong technical and training support 
(and free equipment) from the CSIR government research agency, and serves a high proportion of 
students and professional people. 

It is hard to know how influential this background study was on the Acacia telecentre strategy. It 
was certainly "up-beat" and described telecentres as a global social movement. There were few 
warnings of problems ahead or consideration of how telecentres would work in communities with 
low literacy rates, and even lower lCT literacy rates. However, one clear message from the initial 
review was that each telecentre should have a "major tenant" or institutional user which could 
anchor the telecentre, provide a clear application and market focus, and then expand the services to 
others. This seems to be advice which Acacia did not fold into its strategy. 

6.1 Implementation of the Acacia telecentre strategy 

Acacia has concentrated its telecentres in its four strategic countries (53% of its projects and 66% 
of its budget), but has also been involved in the implementation oftelecentres elsewhere in Africa 
(Table 6.1) . 

The two major initiatives outside the strategic countries are the telecentres being piloted with the 

\I 

Since the assessment was prepared, it has been indicated that Acacia may adopt a more restricted definition of 
telecentre which limits the term to facilities which are available to the public at large, are "pay as you go" and provide 
telephone, fax , Internet access and an information resource. This would exclude a number of the telecentre projects 
supported by Acacia and which are called telecentres locally. For the purposes of the assessment, the broader definition 
has been adhered to, as it is more generally accepted and understood internationally. 

12 Fuchs, R., 1998, Little Engines that Did: Case histories from the Global Telecentre Movement, report to 

Acacia, IDRC 
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African Highland Initiative and the Multipurpose Community Telecentres (MCT) being funded 
jointly with ITU and UNESCO in Mali, Tanzania and Benin (the other two MCTs are in 
Mozambique and Uganda). The telecentres in the African Highland Initiative are "anchored" in 
agricultural information and the National Agricultural Research Organisations (NAROs). The Pan
African activities are focussing on developing evaluation methodology and establishing research 
networks for telecentres. 

Table 6.1 Geographic distribution of Acacia's telecentre activities 1997-2000 

Area No. of budget 0/0 

activities budget 

Mozambique 3 $591,284 16% 

Senegal 2 $337,575 9% 

South Africa 5 $967,666 26% 

Uganda 4 $540,492 15% 

Other countries in East Africa 2 $499,858 l3% 

Other countries in Southern Africa 1 $23,625 1% 

Other countries in West Africa 3 $333,399 9% 

Pan-Africa 6 $422,075 11% 

Total 26 $3,715,974 100% 

Except for school networking, perhaps no other area of Acacia is so overwhelming dominated by 
implementation projects. The strategy in the early years was that the telecentre activities would be 
demonstration projects to test the Acacia core hypothesis that ICTs will empower disadvantaged 
communities and the marginalised people within them. As there were no community "public good" 
telecentres in rural areas in Africa, the rationale was that Acacia needed to create them before it 
could test its hypothesis. The view was that there would be important lessons to be learned along 
the way about the critical conditions for success that related both to the prior conditions in the 
community (economic, social, infrastructure etc.) and the way that the telecentre was implemented 
and operated. 

Again, with hindsight, there was perhaps too much missionary zeal and not enough attention given 
to the enormous difficulties that the telecentres would face before they could "take off' and be 
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successful. In South Africa, where the largest single part of the investment in demonstra tion 
projects was invested (26% ofthe three year budget), the enthusiasm within Acacia coincided with 
the operational launch of a new government agency charged to provide universal access to leTs for 
all South Africans - the Universal Service Agency (USA). Acacia had to work with this fledgling 
organization if it was to work on telecentres in South Africa. 

The Universal Service Agency was specifically mandated to provide universal access to ICTs by 
2000. The chief mechanism was to be through a national program of community telecentres in 
under-serviced and under-served areas. In 1997-98 it planned to roll out 80 telecentres across the 
country, of which Acacia agreed to fund 6-10 as demonstration projects. The community telecentres 
were to be a franchise system with 4000 telecentres to come on stream to achieve universal access . 
The USA advertised widely for franchisees and selected a range of different types of organisations 
in order to experiment with different models of governance and application sectors. 

At the same time, Acacia put in place a parallel project (also with the USA as recipient) for a new 
NGO, CIETafrica, to undertake a major longitudinal evaluation study of 130 sites, nationally 
sampled, over three cycles, with control communities and telecentre communities. The objective 
was to have the first research data on telecentre performance, success factors, and best practices 
which could not only guide the Universal Service Agency's future roll-out strategy but would be a 
large scale experiment from which Acacia could draw lessons for other countries in Africa. The 
project would apply the CIET -Sentinel Community Surveillance System - a social survey 
methodology based in epidemiology which was originally developed with funding from IDRC in 
the 1980's. It was intended that the CIET team would build research capacity within the USA, 
which would then incorporate ongoing evaluation and learning into their national telecentre 
program. 

What went wrong? Both Acacia and the USA underestimated the difficulties of financing and 
operating the community telecentres. It was anticipated that other partners would join Acacia and 
fund other telecentres. The USA expected to have funds from its own revenues (primarily from the 
Universal Service Fund which raises revenue from telecentre operations) for 500 telecentres over 
five years. There was an expectation that other international donors would also fund up to 3,500 
telecentres . Few, if any, other than Acacia made the commitment. Thus, neither of these 
expectations for internal or external funding of telecentres have been fulfilled. 

The difficu lties of successfully operating telecentres in disadvantaged communities in South Africa 
was also severely underestimated by both the USA and Acacia. If this were intended to be a 
national social experiment, or an Acacia research framework, it was weighted from the outset 
towards high failure rates, making it difficult to isolate any success factors. One problem was the 
selection criteria for locating telecentres. Instead of adopting the model successfully used by 
Sonatel in Senegal of starting the program with regulated private franchisees where the chances of 
success were greatest (the urban areas) and then working out to the rural areas, the South African 
agency adopted the opposite strategy. Their initial criteria for selecting communities where the 
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telecentres would be located included: 

o communities with a low telephone density 
o the least economically and socially developed communities 
o community members to be involved in running the telecentre. 

In the event, political factors also played a large role in the selection of communities. The end result 
was that too few telecentres were established, they faced enormous problems in running sustainably, 
or at all, and many have failed and some have also been vandalised. 

The third problem was that the USA itself was a new, untested organisation with no track-record, 
inadequate resources and little managerial, accounting or ICT capacity to run such a challenging 
national program. The Acacia telecentre program in South Africa got off-course as the USA failed 
to meet its targets because Acacia had put all its eggs into the USA basket, and had essentially ceded 
control over the experimental telecentres it was funding to the USA. This begs the question, would 
it have been possible to anything different, given the political realities of South Africa? The options 
were probably to work with the USA or stay out oftelecentre activities in South Africa. 

In the other countries, the approach was much more cautious and less politicised. In Mozambique, 
the telecentre projects are led by the Centre for Informatics (CIEUM) at the Eduardo Mondlane 
University and a good feasibility study was undertaken before the implementation project was 
started. The two communities, Manhica and Namaacha were selected partly because they are within 
a day's drive from the university in Maputo so that CIEUM could provide teclmical support and 
undertake monitoring. 

In Uganda, the Acacia telecentre projects were placed in communities only after careful community 
awareness building and needs assessment undertaken by the project leaders (Uganda National 
Council for Science and Technology). The other telecentre in Nakaseke is one of the five MCT 
telecentres in the joint program with ITU and UNESCO and the site selection was out of Acacia's 
hands. 

In Senegal, the telecentre project being implemented by ENDA includes not only careful needs 
assessment and capacity building within the communities but also each telecentre has an anchor 
organisation and application to provide an initial body of users and management - this was one of 
the clear recommendations from the case studies assembled to guide the Acacia telecentre strategy. 
In general, the projects in Senegal are well-designed with respect to community participation and 
sensitisation. 

6.2 Sustainability of telecentres 

Table 6.2 shows some important features of the Acacia strategy for telecentres. Relatively little 
attention was paid to any analysis of the feasibility oftelecentres before expensive demonstration 
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projects were launched, especially in South Africa. In the other countries, as has been noted above, 
more care was taken up-front in the design and location of the telecentres, and feasib ility 
components were built into the projects in Senegal and Uganda as part of the initial activity. 

What is also striking in table 6.2 is the relatively low investment in capacity building, despite this 
being a key finding of the original case studies drawn together in the Acacia preparatory phase. The 
USA has received support to strengthen its own institutional capacity and there is some support to 
interns and to researchers, but with the possible exception of Senegal, more attention should be 
paid to training for telecentre operators and managers. A more systematic and regional approach 
to capacity building is probably in order for Acacia. 

. Table 6.2 Main characteristics of Acacia telecentre projects 1997-2000 

Characteristic Budget Percentage of 
budget 

Feasibility study $129,684 3% 

Implementation of demonstration project $2,555,318 69% 

Evaluation and learning study $700,839 19% 

Capacity building for telecentres $330,133 9% 

The initial approach within Acacia to telecentre projects was experimentation and demonstration. 
The sustainability of the pilot telecentres being funded by Acacia was not an issue for most people 
at that time. Indeed, the fact that the feasibility study in Mozambique indicated that the telecentre 
would not be financially sustainable did not deter either the CIEUM nor Acacia from going ahead 
with the project. The idea was that the pilot telecentres represented, individually and collectively, 
an experiment in which important questions could be researched. These questions included those 
of sustainability - financial, technological, social- and impact on the communities and their socio
economic and cultural development. 

Two schools ofthought about the sustainability oftelecentres were revealed in the interviews with 
Acacia stakeholders. One view sees telecentres as new bakeries - you can get the bread free for the 
opening week and then you have to pay as you eat. The other view - more prevalent within Acacia
is that telecentres are like public libraries or schools. They are "public goods" which should be 
provided by government and have no chance of being commercially viable if they are to be 
equitable. The "public good" perspective dominated the early telecentre project strategy of Acacia, 
and from that perspective, sustainability was a research issue, not a commercial "given". 

Today, there are detectable shifts in perspectives. The current leadership of Acacia has laid out a 
new approach, based more in private sector initiatives and public-private sector partnerships. 
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Almost everyone interviewed recognised that not enough attention had been given to the question 
of sustainability in the first three years and in the conceptualisation of Acacia. Very few people had 
specific suggestions for what Acacia should now do about sustainability, other than think more 
about it. The Acacia pilot telecentre projects will require renewed support in the next 1-3 years if 
the experiment is to continue and if the telecentre is not to close its doors. The question of. 
sustainability will soon be more than a research question for Acacia. 

6.3 Acacia's approach to community access 

What should Acacia now do? There are two pressing issues: the question of continuing funding 
support for the "Acacia" telecentres so that they can provide the research results that was their initial 
rationale. In order to avoid major ongoing future commitments oflDRC funds, partnerships need 
to be secured with other donors or the private sector to fund the Phase II's and Ill's. Secondly, there 
should be a major ELSA initiative to ensure that evaluation and learning from the telecentre 
experience takes place. 

There has already been a high investment by Acacia in putting in place the research infrastructure 
for evaluation and learning from telecentres (19% of the budget of all Acacia telecentre projects). 
This is testament to an early commitment to ensure that Acacia's approach to community telecentres 
would be a research program on a regional scale. Despite the good intentions, the major research 
activity on community telecentres is still not yet launched. 

Why did Acacia focus on community telecentres as its only model for community access to ICTs? 
Why did it not include in its research frame both privately operated telecentres (of which there were 
many in Senegal to evaluate) and models in which access to ICTs was mediated by an information 
professional, in much the same way as a reference librarian helps to find information. These assisted 
access models, known in [ndia as Neighbourhood Information Units 13, are being experimented with, 
and the term "cybrarian" is being introduced into the literature. 

The main problem is that Acacia added the research framework after the decision had been made 
to focus its major strategy on one model of community access - the community telecentre. Thus the 
research questions that Acacia can answer are second order questions about the best way to establish 
and run a community telecentre. The opportunity to answer the first order question - Do ICTs help 
communities to take more control over their own development? - has already been constrained by 
the prior decision to focus at the community level heavily on community run "public good" 
telecentres. 

The way forward may be to focus Acacia's strategy at the level of community access and not on a 

I3See www.idrc.ca/pan/chasquiSP.htm 
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particular configuration of ICT access such as a community nm and publically funded telecentre. 
What needs to be developed and sustained is the flow of information and communication and not 
anyone delivery model. Acacia could shift the focus of its main research effort from telecentres 
to the broader question of universal access. The evaluation of experience with SchoolNet and of 
private-public sector information kiosks, phone-fax shops, cybercafes, could be brought within a 
common research framework, because Acacia already includes many of these components. Down 
the road, Acacia also needs to address research questions about the effects of changes in the enabling 
environment for community access - such as national ICT policies and telecommunications tariffs. 
These are very difficult to link to the community level studies, but Acacia has the potential to make 
progress even here. 

7 ELSA: THE EVALUATION AND LEARNING SYSTEM FOR ACACIA 

ELSA was conceived as the centrepiece of Acacia. It is now seen by almost everyone interviewed 
as a great idea with poor implementation. How was it supposed to work and what went wrong? 

The original idea was quite revolutionary, even for a research oriented organisation for lDRC. 
Evaluation and learning would not be tacked on as an afterthought but would be embedded in each 
level of Acacia from the outset - from individual projects, to groups of activities like telecentres and 
engendering lCT policy, to the core hypotheses about the empowering ability ofICTs at the centre 
of the Acacia program itself. The learning would run through Acacia structures like circuitry and 
would also be shared interactively with other stakeholders - from individual community groups to 
national governments and local private sector partners, regional bodies like ECA and international 
partners, both other donors, private sector and NGOs. 

The Acacia proposal estimated that initially the ELSA component would be 7.5% of the total 
program activity budget. In the first year, 1997-98, ELSA activities accounted for 8% of the total 
budget. This fell to 6% in year two and 4% in 1999-2000. This means that even as the program 
activity budget was declining in the three years, the ELSA component was being halved. The first 
year saw a significant investment in developing methodology for telecentre studies and establishing 
baseline research in South Africa. The major activity was the ClET survey which would produce 
a GIS-based baseline survey ofICT access in a national sample of communities in South Africa and 
which was to be followed up by two other survey cycles to measure how the telecentres were being 
used, and to compare outcomes in the telecentre and "control" communities. 

Baseline studies were started first in South Africa because the national telecentre program was being 
launched in 1997-8 and because CIETafrica had the technical capacity to undertake the work. In 
Uganda, it took longer to identify the local research team which could do the evaluation studies. 
The work with Makerere University on the Acacia telecentres is only now beginning in 1999-2000, 
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although the UNESCO-ITU-IDRC multipurpose telecentre in Nakaseke, Uganda and the parallel 
one in Timbuctu, Mali had baseline surveys and training of local staff and stakeholders in 
participatory evaluation and learning methodologies undertaken in early 1999 by PACT,1 4 an 
international development organisation based in Washington DC. In Mozambique, the 
implementation ofthe telecentres is being done by the University Eduardo Mondlane, together with 
the monitoring and evaluation. Similarly, in Senegal, the evaluation component is integrated into 
the telecentre projects. More recently, in Northern Province in South Africa, some telecentre 
evaluation is underway. 

At the project level, and for the telecentre activities, the elements are in place for evaluation studies. 
A considerable amount of work has also been done to support cross-project evaluation. A document 
on Acacia Research Guidelines for Evaluating Telecentres is about to be published and made 
available to researchers in Acacia and, through the Internet, more widely. An electronic discussion 
group on telecentres and another on evaluation have been underway since 1998. The ground has 
been well prepared for an ELSA data gathering and analysis phase leading to dissemination of 
results and lessons learned on community telecentres within the next two years . 

What about other parts ofthe Acacia Program? Here ELSA is almost invisible. Small studies have 
been supported to develop a telemedicine evaluation framework, an economic evaluation 
framework, and an impact study on the effects ofICTs on maternal health in Eastern Uganda. The 
former ELSA Coordinator prepared internal strategy papers for telemedicine, schoo lnetworking and 
ELSA 15 in December 1999. The framework paper for ELSA proposed that schoolnetworking, and 
rural telemedicine should be areas for ELSA studies in the future, in addition to the ongoing work 
on telecentres. 

The ELSA framework document argues that ELSA's approach to evaluation depends on the 
participation of stakeholders; analytical frameworks and capacity building. The capacity building 
approach is based on partnerships with African universities and research institutes. This has 
advantages for both sides: not only does Acacia benefit from the involvement of different areas of 
expertise available in these institutions, but the social scientists themselves are exposed to ICTs as 
a social research issue and their institutions are strengthened. The current research partners are Wits 
University and the University of Cape Town in South Africa; the University Eduardo Mondlane in 
Mozambique; Makerere University in Uganda; and the Universite Cheikh Anta Diop in Senegal. 
It is anticipated that the University of Dar es Salaam in Tanzania and the University of Mali will 
also become research partners in ELSA activities. 

In addition to the important work to be done in evaluating different project activities, where ELSA 

14 PACT, 1998, Proposal to collect baseline data for the multipurpose community telecentre (MCT) pilot 
project and to establish a participatory results-oriented learning system for MCT operations; PACT Institute, 
Washington DC. 

15Hudson, H. 1999, A general framework for Acacia Evaluation: internal report to Acacia. 
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can really make a difference is in helping to make Acacia a more internally linked and coheTent 
program. This assessment is needed mainly because ELSA is not sufficiently advanced to do the 
job. What does ELSA need to take over where this assessment ends? 

ELSA depends on four conditions: leadership, tools, and people - together with the resources to 
make things happen. The ELSA Coordinator was conceived as the senior member of the Acacia 
team after the Executive Director, who would be responsible for implementing the ELSA activities 
at the program level and for ensuring that the individual projects included evaluation components 
which would feed into the overall learning system. Full-time and senior leadership in the ELSA 
portfolio was seen as the sine qua non to make Acacia work as an effective research program, that 
could produce the evidence which would attract partners to join it. For various reasons, this has not 
been realised until now. 

The second requirement was that ELSA would have tools to make virtual spaces for sharing ideas 
and information. It is not clear why this has not happened. It is especially ironic that Acacia as a 
program on ICTs, and IDRC as a donor known for its pioneering work in information sciences and 
electronic-based initiatives, are criticised for their less than stellar performance in information 
sharing systems. Everything from inordinate delays in responding to requests and proposals, to up
dating web pages, supporting electronic exchanges, and posting the latest reports, were mentioned 
as systemic problems. Part of the problem may be attributable to Acacia's decentralised 
organisation and high staff turnover. But it also goes beyond Acacia. IDRC staff complained of a 
lack of virtual intellectual space in IDRC to share ideas and findings across IDRC program 
activities. 

Which brings us to the question of people. IDRC and Acacia have the tools to create an effective 
learning system based on virtual sharing of information and intellectual debate. The present 
telecentre discussion group can be expanded and replicated for other parts of the Acacia Program. 
These systems depend for their success on people. They demand time and commitment on the part 
of many participants to make them work. The new ELSA Coordinator cannot be expected to 
revitalise the learning systems and create new ones without a more general commitment from Acacia 
staff, project leaders and national advisory structures. There appears also to be too little staff time 
allocated to manage the electronic databases, web-page and discussion groups. Acacia might wish 
to consider contracting out some of the additional tasks to Bellanet. 

If ELSA were given the conditions it needs for success, what might success look like? 

o First, a broader research framework that addresses the core hypotheses of Acacia 
about the transforming effect ofICTs on disadvantaged communities and links the 
second order research questions - on telecentres, schoolnets, telemedicine - into its 
overall framework. 

o Research results about the effects and outcomes ofICTs on development problems 
like natural resources management or youth unemployment. 
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o Evidence-based comparisons across different national and regional settings, 
particularly about community level outcomes, but possibly also linking them to 
differences in national enabling environments. 

o F or areas of Acacia proj ect concentration like community telecentres and schoo lnets, 
data on the economic and social benefits adequate to convince either the private 
sector, or governments, or both, that they should invest in future, broader-based 
programs, and "take-over" from Acacia. 

o An ongoing analysis of project activities and outcomes to help decision-making 
within Acacia and IDRC. 

o A lively virtual learning space for Acacia, IDRC, project leaders, researchers and 
other organisations. 

8 LINKAGES AND SYNERGY 

One of the key concerns of Acacia is to create and maintain effective linkages between its project 
activities and its national advisory structures so that it can operate efficiently and can develop a 
coherent program which adds up to more than the sum of its component parts. As has been noted, 
one of the key linking mechanisms foreseen by Acacia's founders was that of ELSA. It was to 
manage the information sharing across project activities which would facilitate the "learning through 
evaluation" that would make Acacia different from other donor initiatives. Another important 
mechanism was the role ofthe Acacia program staff. The idea was that by having full time program 
officers, Acacia could overcome the difficulties of being located in four locations (Dakar, Nairobi, 
Johannesburg and Ottawa) and create an integrated program. There are four important areas of 
linkages for Acacia: 

o integration within the national strategies; 
o regional linkages between projects on similar themes; 
o linkages between Acacia and other IDRC Program Initiatives; 
o linkages between Acacia and other partners outside IDRC. 

This assessment will brieOy examine the first three using information from the interview survey and 
review of project documents. The last linkage - with other partners - is the subject of another 
parallel study. 
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8.1 Integration within national strategies 

Acacia has achieved a considerable measure of success in creating national programs and a 
supportive community in its four key countries. Project leaders feel that they know what is going 
on, and that they understand Acacia's strategy. 

The two key mechanisms for this success are the National Acacia Advisory Committees (NAACs) 
and the three Regional Offices. Both have played a role in organising meetings of project leaders 
to discuss national strategies and program themes. The NAACs have held annual national 
workshops to discuss strategies and to encourage cross-fertilisation of ideas, which are regarded 
positively by project leaders. The NAAC secretariats provide a real presence in the countries for 
Acacia. They seem to be particularly effective integrating mechanisms in Senegal, Mozambique 
and Uganda, but less so in South Africa, where the IDRC Regional Office plays a comparatively 
larger role. 

This reflects the different degrees of influence of the NAACs in the four countries. In Mozambique, 
the NAAC includes high level representation from the key players leading national ICT policy 
initiatives. In Uganda, the NAAC Secretariat at the Uganda National Council for Science and 
Technology has done a credible job of anchoring a national program strategy for Acacia, even 
though the Committee itself has gone through a second generation (from generalists to more ICT 
expertise). In Senegal, Acacia has established the most elaborate national structure with a number 
of Working Groups focussed on specific areas (education, health, environment, gender etc.), which 
review proposals and develop initiatives. There is also a transverse group consisting of all the chairs 
of the working groups which develops national strategic initiatives and mounts an annual National 
Acacia Forum. In South Africa, the NAAC is not "the only player in the ICT town" and needs to 
find its role vis a vis other important national bodies dealing national ICT policy. 

All the NAAC leaders interviewed felt that their NAAC was on the same wavelength as other 
National Acacia Advisory Committees with respect to Acacia and referred to the meeting ofthe four 
NAACs in Maputo in September1999, and the Ministerial Declaration on Acacia - which they 
expected to see acted upon. This raises both questions and opportunities about the future role ofthe 
Acacia National Advisory Committees as Acacia considers its future directions. Clearly Acacia has 
achieved strong governmental support within the four countries, and with it comes both visibility 
and expectations. 

In all countries, despite the presence of the NAACs, the important role of the IDRC or Acacia 
Program Officer was evident in keeping in contact with project leaders, informing people of similar 
activities and generally acting as a focal point for the program. The high turnover of staff within 
the regional offices has caused disruptions in the performance of this role and allowed some project 
leaders to feel that they had fallen through the cracks. 
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8.2 Regional linkages 

Whereas most project leaders felt confident about their knowledge of what was happening within 
the national strategy relevant to them, they felt very poorly informed about what was happening 
within the program in other countries. They have to use largely their own initiative and their own 
networks to get information and to link with other projects in the region. At the same time, they felt 
that such regional networking was both critical to their work and to the "value-added" of the Acacia 
Program. It is ajob that is seen as not being done well. 

There are some formal mechanisms, such as the telecentre network, and the incipient regional 
networks on telemedicine and SchoolNet. These probably need an injection of Acacia stafftime to 
make them more active- at least in the early stages - until a local coordinator can be found (and 
probably supported by Acacia) from among the participants in the network. They also need more 
technical support, through the establishment and maintenance of specialised listservs; electronic 
discussion groups; real time conferencing; improving the websites and issuing periodic electronic 
updates or briefings to keep the networks engaged. Many project leaders and NAAC leaders also 
asked for a regular Acacia Newsletter - in both electronic and hard-copy forms that can be shared 
with others, including community groups and local partners. 

The language differences between the countries continues to be a problem for regional networking. 
Senegal is the most isolated from the other three countries. Although the Mozambique web site is 
only in Portugese and therefore inaccessible to most Acacia participants in the English and French 
speaking countries, many of the people involved in Acacia in Mozambique speak some English so 
that there is more communication between Mozambique, South Africa and Uganda than between 
any of them and Senegal. Acacia might consider investing resources in some of the machine 
translation programs for electronic discussions which P AN is reportedly already using with success. 

When asked ifthere is synergy across the activities of Acacia, the general consensus was that here 
was an area where much more work needed to be done. While there are some excellent individual 
projects and some good examples oflinkages across a few projects, almost all the project leaders, 
members of the NAACs, Acacia management and staff interviewed believed that there is little or 
no synergy across the program. There appear to be three main reasons for this perceived lack of 
synergy: 

o inadequate attention to developing a program strategy 
o lack of coordination between groups of projects 
o lack of coherence at the management level 

Since the Acacia proposal was first developed with its overall vision for Acacia, there does not seem 
to have been much progress in defining what the vision means in terms of program strategy. Many 
of the projects appear from the outside to be opportunistic and ad hoc rather than falling within a 
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clear strategic framework. This is not unexpected at the beginning of a major initiative, and there 
is talk of a "second generation" of projects that will not be "petits projets saucissonnes". It will 
be important for Acacia to clearly articulate its strategic objectives and framework for the next few 
years and to ensure that these are understood and implemented. 

One proposal to deal with the lack of sufficient regional coordination between groups of proj ects 
is to identify a single focal point for activities in all parts of Africa that fall within one thematic 
area. This might act as some counterbalance to the current situation where Acacia staff based in 
ROSA, work with projects in South Africa and Mozambique; EARO program officers work in 
Uganda; and BRACO staff work with the projects in Senegal. For example, one Program Officer 
(or project leader, or institution) could be identified as having particular responsibility for ensuring 
better coherence and information sharing between Acacia activities in education, natural resources, 
gender, telecentres etc. 

The lack of coherence in the program is also seen by many as a management problem. Acacia has 
been set up as a decentralised program, operating out of four locations and two continents, with its 
staff reporting to at least two bosses. This kind of decentralised matrix organisation can work but 
it needs team work at the management level before the teams can be expected to work effectively 
together in the trenches. It also needs time to build confidence, and continuity to cement good 
working relationships . Acacia has not really had any of these, and is still struggling to find an 
appropriate modus operandi within IDRC. 

8.3 Linkages with IDRC Program Initiatives 

Acacia not only represents a major portion ofIDRC's program activities in Sub-Saharan Africa, 
it also is administered out of the same Regional Offices that are responsible for administering the 
rest ofIDRC program initiatives. From the perspective ofIDRC, it is therefore reasonable to ask 
the question "Why is there not greater synergy between our work in Africa through Acacia and our 
work through other programs?" The answers received fall into four groups: 

o Acacia activities are inherently different from those of the PI's; 
o Acacia is organisationally isolated within IDRC; 
o Acacia is split into three Regional Office "islands" 
o the leadership of Acacia and the PI's are not talking strategy to one another. 

The view that Acacia is different from the other programs in IDRC is strongly held within IDRC. 
It stems from Acacia being established as a "Within Centre Activity" which gave it the ability to use 
program funds for its own operational costs, and the fact that Acacia was awarded more funds than 
any other program initiative. Therefore Acacia had to appropriate more money, faster, especially 
in the first year. This, combined with the strategic decision to concentrate on telecentres, which are 
heavy on front-end investment in equipment, and other pilot demonstration projects, quickly earned 
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Acacia a reputation for: 

o being stronger on action and weaker on conceptualisation 
o being more implementation and less research 
o being more supply than demand driven 
o having less peer review during project development 
o taking more risk an9 having less control. 

This assessment would concur that on balance, the Acacia projects are more action and 
implementation and less research than the PI projects appear to be. The other distinctions - iftrue -
are more differences in degree than in kind. More relevant constraints to collaboration are that 
Acacia concentrated its activities in four countries, which immediately limits project collaboration 
for Acacia's integrated national strategies to those same four countries - which are not necessarily 
where PI's are working. The second constraint is that Acacia is so far heavily concentrated on 
connectivity and on one model of connectivity - the community telecentre. Together, these severely 
limit the potential for synergy. 

The second type of response: that Acacia is isolated within IDRC relates very much to Acacia hiring 
its own full-time staff, largely from outside IDRC, so that the informal and personal networks that 
make IDRC effective are not yet working for Acacia. Project linkages were actually stronger 
between Acacia and the PI's in the region during the first year, when Acacia activities were 
developed by IDRC staff. While it may be that Acacia has its own budget and tends to "go it alone", 
the amount of synergy across different PI's working in the region is also a moot point. 

Acacia has not yet established coherence in its own program across the mandates of the three 
Regional Offices. Responsibility for achieving this lies with Executive Director of Acacia and the 
three IDRC Regional Directors. Until senior management in the region works together to reach 
more synergy across Acacia activities in their regions, it will be difficult for Acacia to talk 
strategically with other programs working in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

It does not seem fair to expect that Acacia and other IDRC programs will obtain greater linkage and 
synergy at the project activity level, except in an ad hoc manner, until there has been some serious 
and iterative discussions of broader program strategies for IDRC in Africa at the level of the 
leadership ofthe PI's and Acacia, and the Regional Directors in Africa. This does not seem to have 
taken place, and the appearance of synergies such as "e-commerce" between SMMEIT and Acacia 
may be less strategic than serendipitous. 

9 PROJECT RECIPIENTS 

The recipients of Acacia project funding represent familiar categories to IDRC although the balance 
may be different from the other IDRC programs in the region. Table 9.1 shows the distribution of 
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an 84% sample of projects (there was inadaquate information available on 35 projects at the t ime 
of the assessment). 

Table 9.1 Distribution of recipient types for Acacia projects 1997-2000 

Recipient type No. of % Budget % 
projects* projects budget 

Government 29 19% $4,5 15,040 32% 

University/research institute 18 12% $2,348,616 l7% 

NGO 34 22% $3,272,004 23% 

International organisation 9 6% $1,767,510 12% 

Private sector 30 20% $826,367 6% 

lORe (CAP) 33 21 % $1,447,164 10% 

* 153 projects or 82% sample 

The recipients are split more or less evenly between national government departments or agencies; 
NGOs, private sector and Centre administered activities . Universities and research institutes are 
recipients for only 12% of Acacia projects in the first three years. International organisations, such 
as ICRAF, CABI and ECA account for only 6% of project recipients and tend to be working on 
regional or pan-African activities . 

Government recipients are most common in Uganda and least in Mozambique whereas NGO 
recipients are most common in South Africa and Senegal. In Mozambique, the single most common 
recipient is the University, representing only one institution. The projects with government 
recipients and international organisations generally have significantly larger budgets than those 
with universities or NGOs. Centre administered projects are generally low budget activities, such 
as workshops and providing travel to researchers and consultants to participate in meetings. Over 
76% of all Acacia recipients are located in Africa; 15% are located in Canada and 8% are based 
elsewhere. 

What are the implications of this distribution pattern for recipients? There are clearly fewer 
recipients with research expertise than has been traditional in IDRC. This is partly due to the 
implementation nature of many of Acacia's projects, but it also reflects a more systemic problem 
in attracting researchers to work on ICTs as social and economic phenomena worthy of study. 
African academic social scientists appear to be largely unengaged, not only in Acacia, but also in 
research inquiry into the role and impact of ICTs on development. This has repercussions for 
Acacia, in trying to attract the best African social scientists to work with the program. It is also a 
larger issue for IDRC's strategy in Africa for research capacity building, and for African social 
science institutions to address . 
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The high proportion of NGO project recipients attests to Acacia's prime involvement at the 
community level. Some ofthe NGOs also are not strong in research methodology and experience, 
and equally importantly, do not have as much influence on, or access to, government. This means 
that it may be more of an uphill battle to make the link between community level project find ings 
and influencing national policy. As Acacia develops its future directions, it may want to consider 
how to create stronger linkages between research institutions, NGOs and CBOs and government 
bodies as part of its national strategies. 

During the first three years, Acacia began fairly pro-actively to attract recipients to work with the 
program. Its strategy was to make the program known through workshops and meetings with 
various groups of stakeholders. This was a reasonable approach to dealing with a conceptual 
frontier, where there was little research experience. The strategy has worked well. By all accounts, 
Acacia has created sufficient momentum to move from being largely supply driven in the first year 
to being largely demand driven by year three (1999-2000). Acacia's advantages are that it had an 
early start in the field and has therefore attracted considerable visibility among potential recipients. 
More importantly, Acacia could build on IDRC's earlier credibility and long track-record of support 
in the region. According to the project leaders and NAACs, IDRC, and especially the former 
Information Sciences Division, have opened the doors of many influential people to welcome the 
Acacia Initiative. 

10 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Although not in the original terms of reference, I have been asked to make recommendations on 
possible future directions for the program of Acacia, together with some proposals for how .they 
might be implemented. The goal is to have a high quality and innovative program, which builds on 
the vision and achievements of Acacia over its first three years, and which is sustainable for IDRC 
over the foreseeable future. 

The ideas and recommendations are based on the findings of the assessment, but they reflect my 
own views more than do the previous sections of this report. As such, they are proposed as ideas 
and points for discussion by the senior management of Acacia and IDRC. In preparing them, I am 
also keenly reminded that Acacia has been a highly visible program in IDRC and therefore has been 
subjected to particular scrutiny. Some ofthe "tests" I have applied to Acacia are hard tests to apply 
to any program whose success depends not so much on what happens in IDRC as what is achieved 
on the ground. Other initiatives in IDRC might be equally hard pressed to come through with 
flying colours. 
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10.1 Possible future directions for Acacia's program 

10.4.1 Rethinking the vision and setting new goals of Acacia 

The original goals of Acacia - to demonstrate how connectivity can most effectively help 
communities to solve their own development problems; to build the evidence; and to create a 
momentum in expanding rural access to leTs - are . visionary and have inspired many people in 
Africa to work with Acacia. It would be important in rethinking the goals of Acacia not to lose 
sight of the founding vislon. 

However, there are difficulties for lORe with the original goals for Acacia. These are: 

o they are further downstream from lORe's core business of "research for 
development"; 

o they require sustained major funding and human resources from lORe over a long 
period; and 

o they are predicated on partnerships with others to share the costs and help build the 
momentum towards universal access in Africa. 

Despite the efforts made by the Acacia team to conceptualise Acacia as a research program, it never 
quite succeeded. Acacia was launched with the tacit recognition that it was led more by a conviction 
than a question. After three years and almost 200 project activities, the debate is clearly still there 
and the evidence is mixed. 

There is research being conducted, but much of it is framed by the assumption that leTs, and even 
specific fonnats for leTs such as telecentres or SchoolNets - are the models for access to 
information and communication. Many of the questions being posed in Acacia's research and 
evaluation components are second order questions about which types of location or management or 
financing provide the most benefits. The research is closer to evaluation of a specific tool than more 
fundamental questions about how improved access to information and communication will influence 
development. 

The research is also limlted in two other ways. Acacia has not yet created enough linkages or 
synergy between its . projects to pose and answer more important research questions about 
development outcomes through increased access to information and communication. Acacia has 
so far not involved the African social science research community in any major way, or at a 
regional level. Most of its project recipients are government bodies and NGOs rather than 
universities. 
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A number of these problems have been traced to the original concept for Acacia. It makes 
assumptions where it should be asking questions. It focusses attention on connectivity (and hence 
technological solutions) rather than on information content. Even if connectivity, as expressed in 
the vision, subsumes content (which I believe it does) the way that it has been implemented thus far, 
has stressed technical, demonstration projects over softer capacity building and knowledge projects. 

To its critics, Acacia assumes that we know connectivity is the answer for rural communities, in the 
same way that some decades ago people knew that deep wells were the answer to drought or 
chemicals the answer to pest control. It could be argued that the core hypothesis of Acacia begins 
at the point where it should end. 

The second difficulty with the original conceptualisation of the program is its large scale. Acacia's 
original vision included a 25 year time horizon and an initial five year investment from IDRC alone 
of $60 million. This investment would allow Acacia to 

"seize the window of opportunity and meet growing international expectations ". With such 
support, IDRC could rapidly develop partnerships, aggressively leverage Centre resources, 
and create a revolutionary program of collaborative international development "/6 

Contrary to expectations in 1997, Acacia has seen its program resources reduced by 40% rather 
than the more than 50% increase that was anticipated in the program proposal. Instead of $15 
million in 1999-2000, Acacia has $4.2 million for funding its activities. At the same time, the 
demonstration projects that are presently the core of Acacia are relatively costly compared to the 
research and policy work that IDRC is known for, and will require additional resources to maintain, 
if they, and their impacts, are to be tested in the future. 

The need to increase the research content of Acacia and the concern over the resource requirements 
of a large scale implementation program go in the same direction. The first step is for Acacia to 
revisit its vision, review its past experience and future resources so that it can set realistic new goals 
and objectives for the program. It is further recommended that the new objectives be strongly 
weighted towards research. 

10.1.2 Program focus 

Partly the result of reduced program funds, but also a question of program strategy, is the current 
situation that Acacia appears to be spread too thinly over topics and countries. This means that for 
most research questions, Acacia has not the critical mass of evidence needed to answer them. 

16Acacia - Communities and the Information Society in Africa: Five Year Program submitted to the IDRC 
Board of Governors, March 1997, p. ix. 
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The question of focus needs to be addressed at several levels: 

o should Acacia continue to fund work in the "four pillars"? 
o within each pillar (policy, applications and content, infrastructure and technology) 

where should Acacia focus? 
o should Acacia focus more geographically? 
o should Acacia fund fewer project activities? 

The rationale for the four pillars was that if Acacia were to support integrated programs within 
selected countries, it would need to include the reform of national and regional leT policy; support 
the creation of relevant applications and content; extend leT infrastructure; and develop leT 
technology. There are several questions which need to be asked here. Having a conceptual model 
which includes these four sub-systems and is concerned with their inter-relationships does not mean 
that Acacia has to actively work in all sub-systems by funding projects. 

Acacia could consider concentrating its funding on two areas instead offour, while keeping all four 
areas within its conceptual framework. Iftwo areas were selected, I would recommend that they be 
policy work and applications and content. Within each area, there are also choices to be made which 
would increase the focus of Acacia's work. These are discussed under the program areas. 

Geographically, Acacia has focussed almost 70% of its activities in four countries, which has 
increased the potential for program coherence and was a good strategic decision. Of the remaining 
funds, 15% have been spent on regional or pan-African activities and 15% on project initiatives in 
other countries in Africa. In the next few years, Acacia might wish to change these proportions, and 
possibly also increase the work on regional activities. This would depend on an assessment of the 
local capacities in the four countries for undertaking more Acacia's research activities; and on the 
decisions made with respect to future work on policy and applications, and whether the pilot 
demonstration projects will be continued with Acacia support. 

The final question raised - whether Acacia is funding too many small projects - is something to look 
at, in the light of other, more fundamental decisions about program focus and coherence. It also 
depends on local institutional and research capacities. Many ofthe smaller projects in the first three 
years were meetings and other program and project development activities, which are entirely 
consistent with a start-up phase. 

10.1.3 Program integration 

Acacia is not yet an integrated program. It is a program of nearly 200 activities, some of which are 
linked together, and many of which are geographically close, but with few examples of program 
integration across countries or within thematic areas. The reasons for this seem to be: 

o Relatively weak conceptual development in Acacia; 
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o Acacia's complex and challenging organisational structure; 
o Acacia's failure so far to develop adequate integrating mechanisms. 

Whether Acacia continues to fund in all four areas or not, it is important that Acacia build stronger 
conceptual models' which link its work together as a system. For example, community access 
projects should include some consideration of other factors such as national policy or avai lable 
technology- whether their explanatory model describes them as system inputs, driving forces, or 
environmental factors . What instead seems to have happened is that Acacia has funded projects in 
each of its areas without linking them conceptually to ensure that together they contribute to an 
overall "Acacia" explanatory model. 

There is a chicken and egg problem about the conceptual core of Acacia. It needs stronger 
interaction and linkages between the researchers and project leaders to develop stronger concepts 
and a system framework for Acacia as a whole. By and large, projects are not sharing ideas and 
developing larger constructs collaboratively. Nor does there seem to be any effective information 
system within Acacia to support the exchange of ideas and nurture conceptual development. This 
problem has not been helped by the organisational structure of Acacia and its staff decentralised 
across three regional offices and the Ottawa headquarters. 

The end result is that Acacia is not yet learning from its activities and so cannot share its findings 
with others. While this is normal in a start-up phase, more attention needs urgently to be paid to 
linkages and integration in the next few years. This is also needed to attract and support future 
partnerships . 

10.1.4 Proposed concentration within applications 

The work in applications has increased from 27% of all project activities in 1997-98 to 60% in 1999-
2000. While in one sense, this is a move in the right direction, there needs to be more strategic 
thinking about which application areas or problems should be the foci for the future. Acacia is in 
danger of replicating IDRC's programs on a small scale and suffering from problems of dispersion. 

Suggestions for concentration 

o Natural resources management: the current major activities do not form a coherent 
sub-program although as individual projects, they are important. The recommended 
option is to reduce the work on connectivity and focus on packaging and 
disseminating infornlation to meet defined needs. As these projects are developed 
in the future, they would benefit from strong links to the work ofPLAW; 

o Health: much of the current work in telemedicine is expensive to implement, is 
more "top down" than in the other applications (because it is assumed that doctor 
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knows best?) and is not linked to the work of any other program initiative in IDRC 
in the region. 

One option would to fund no new telemedicine projects. Another would be to shift 
the focus to community needs assessment and developing information on health care 
for community members and primary care workers as part of an integrated approach 
to developing access to appropriate, needs-based information 

o Education: SchoolNet has been one of the most successful parts of the Acacia 
program in attracting other funding partners and .in "going regional". It may be 
possible to "spin-off' SchoolNet Southern Africa in the near future . SchoolNets 
account :fi)r 42% of the budget in education applications. 

The remaining activities are ICT education in schools (43%), distant learning (1 %), 
and basic community education (14%). Increasing attention to community education 
would be one possible direction to take which would contribute to the focus on 
community needs and access. Any decision to continue work in schools needs to 
take account of the expertise in education available to Acacia within the Regional 
Offices. 

o E-commcrce and small business: Over 50% of the work in this sector is related to 
e-commerce, and much has been developed in collaboration with SMMEIT. Ifit is 
decided to continue work on e-commerce in SMMEIT, it might make sense to 
transfer some ofthis work there, depending on other decisions taken about Acacia's 
future stmcture. Another main topic within the sector are women entrepreneurs and 
leTs. Here Acacia has a comparative advantage, is already in contact with some of 
the key organisations and might wish to expand the work as part of a gender 
initiative. 

The work on private sector partnerships (20% of the budget in this sector so far) 
could fonn an input into a possible review of partnership opportunities for Acacia, 
including at the local level. 

o Human rights and governance: Acacia has so far invested only 1 % of its budget 
on this sector. ICTs are particularly important tools for organisations in Africa 
working for human rights. This seems to be an area of opportunity fo r IDRC and if 
Acacia reduces its investment in other sectors, it could chart an innovative strategy 
for using [CTs to achieve important human rights and governance outcomes. 

10.1.5 Proposals for work in gender and youth 
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o The gender strategy for Acacia has been more carefully designed than many parts of 
the program but has not yet been effectively implemented. There seem to be two 
possible ways to go: one would be to increase the resources to gender work and 
bring the work on women entrepreneurs and developing content for women wi thin 
a single framework. The other would be to decentralise the gender work to . 
strengthen and engender other parts of Acacia's program - particularly the work in 
national policy development, and in human rights and democracy. 

o Acacia's work in youth is heavily concentrated in Senegal and has not developed a 
regional strategy. The present projects are mainly concerned to provide 
opportunities for access to lCTs for youth. Perhaps the work in Senegal could be 
used to develop a longer term strategy and a possible focus on youth employment. 
Another option is not to have a specific focus on youth but to consider youth needs 
as a sub-set of community needs assessment, or within education. 

10.1.6 A new strategy for telecentres 

Acacia has funded pilot projects for community telecentres in its four countries of concentration 
accounting for 66% of its allocation to telecentre work. It has also inherited a commitment to work 
with lTU and UNESCO on five multipurpose community telecentres in Mali, Benin, Tanzania, 
Uganda and Mozambique, some with telemedicine and other facilities. There are four main issues 
for Acacia concerning telecentres: 

o Acacia has made some major financial commitments, and the expected partnerships 
with other donors have not yet materialised to take over the telecentres from lDRC. 
There needs to be a hard look at what the future costs of updating equipment and 
maintaining the facilities will be for these pilot telecentres. Acacia needs to decide 
how many it can maintain, for how long, in the interests of research and evaluation. 
For the others, an exit strategy needs urgently to be developed, efforts made to 
identify local and national partnerships, and the results . communicated to the 
communities, project leaders and National Acacia Advisory Committees. 

o For the jointly funded activities with lTU and UNESCO, Acacia's prime 
responsibility is evaluation. This should be one of the (many) priorities for ELSA. 

o Acacia should seriously consider funding no more telecentres, but concentrate on 
comparatively evaluating the existing pilot projects. 

o Experience is showing that community access is being achieved through means other 
than the "public good" telecentre. These include using computers in schools to 
serve as community access point after school hours; private "for profit" telecentres 
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moving into rural areas; assisted access models where a professional serves as an 
intermediary, and public-private partnerships. 

Acacia has already begun to consider shifting its focus from telecentres to the 
broader question of public access. It needs also to develop a comparative framework 
for examining the various models of access to ICTs. 

10.1.7 The importance of being ELSA 

Many of the findings and recommendations in this assessment depend on an effective Evaluation 
and Learning System being in place for the next phase of Acacia. During the first three years, there 
has been methodological development and some baseline and evaluation started for the telecentres. 
But for other parts of the program, considerable work needs to be done, both at the conceptual and 
methodological level, and at a practical level of making linkages between activities. The main 
recommendations for ELSA are: 

o Increase the resources to ELSA activities so that there can be outputs from Acacia 
based on project results; 

o Put in place some of the needed elements for the learning system, such as an 
electronic newsletter, updated websites, more information sharing, and electronic 
discussion groups; 

o Develop, through consultation, a broader research framework for Acacia and begin 
to implement it; 

o Organise a major initiative to evaluate the lessons learned so far from the telecentre 
projects and to publish the collected results. It may even be worth considering a 
"mission" approach bringing experts from the region together to visit telecentre sites 
and prepare a preliminary reportin 2000-2001; 

o Work with the proj ect leaders and Acacia focal points (see implementation proposals 
below) to develop priorities for other areas that need research frameworks and 
evaluation activities. One of the early ones might be SchoolNet; 

o Work with project leaders to put in place the tools for future monitoring and 
evaluation, both in the telecentre projects and in other projects; 

o Consult with other partners to identify a wider role for ELSA in future partnership 
arrangements. 
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The last recommendation relates to an important potential future role for Acacia in its partnerships 
with other donors and the private sector. Despite the delays in getting ELSA up to speed, it is a 
major comparative advantage that Acacia has to offer other potential partners. This is another 
reason why evaluation and learning activities should have high priority for Acacia in the next year 
and beyond. 

10.1.8 Acacia's work on policy: a possible new role for Acacia 

Acacia has so far chosen to concentrate its efforts at the community level, and the work on policy 
has accounted for only 15% of the budget. Most of the work so far has been directed at national 
information and communication policies within the four countries of concentration, but some work 
has started to look at regional harmonisation issues. Almost 20% of the policy work has been 
focussed on ICTs in schools. 

It does not seem that the policy level work has been very well linked to the community level work, 
which was the original intention (albeit very hard to achieve). There would seem to be at least two 
possible directions for the policy work: 

o make more effort to link the national policy work and community activities, both 
conceptually and by bringing the projects together. This could lead to a second 
generation of Acacia projects more in the MIMAP mould. In fact, some transfer of 
experience from MIMAP might be useful here; 

o expand the policy work as one of Acacia's strengths. Policy work fits well with 
research and evaluation and is one ofIDRC's known strengths. Acacia has already 
invested in four Acacia secretariats and has created four high level Advisory 
Committees in Mozambique, South Africa, Senegal and Uganda. It has about 100 
field activities which can provide ground truth for policy explorations. 

It is perhaps not too much ofa stretch of imagination to think about a component- or even a spin-off 
from Acacia which could establish itself as an information and communication policy think-tank 
to provide research, assessments and strategy papers for governments in the region. The present 
strength of Acacia is in its four countries of concentration, and these could be used as nodes for 
work in other countries in the three sub-regions. 

Clearly, the views of the National Acacia Advisory Committees and the ECA-AISI would be 
important in charting any such role for Acacia. However, some of the problems facing Acacia 
identified in this assessment, such as regional program linkages and integration, will need to be 
addressed in planning for any future Acacia policy "think-tank". Producing results from current 
activities will also be needed to attract partners to fund such an initiative. 
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10.2 Implementing any new directions 

Whatever decisions are made about the program activities and areas of concentration of Acacia as 
it enters its fourth year of operations, there are some important considerations relating to the 
management and organisation of the program. Although the assessment did not focus on 
management issues, it is clear that program futures cannot be separated from management and 
organisation. Indeed most people interviewed made this point very forcibly. Without going into 
detail, the following issues need to be on the table as changes to the program are considered. 
Program synergy will not take place by edict but by changing the way people work and providing 
the necessary support to them. 

10.2.1 Management issues 

o It is not clear to anyone interviewed how the new management structure for Acacia 
will help to strengthen regional integration or program synergy. If these are 
desirable outputs of Acacia, there should perhaps be some further thought given to 
how best to manage the program to achieve them. There appears to be an urgent need 
to clarify roles and responsibilities. If the status quo does not work well, as many 
people believe, the outlook for the new management system seems even bleaker. 

o One suggestion, at the level of Program Officers, is to assign PO's to serve as 
regional program focal points (RPFP) for specific themes or area within the Acacia 
Program, in addition to their PO responsibilities within their RO for Acacia. For 
example, a PO in EARO could act as regional program focal point for gender across 
all Acacia activities; another in W ARO or ROSA could be the focal point for 
telecentres or SchoolNet. 

The responsibilities ofthe RPFP would be to animate interchange between relevant 
project leaders, through electronic discussions and workshops; ensure that 
information is shared, feed results to ELSA and thus into the Acacia-wide system; 
and work as a resource person to other PO's developing projects on the theme within 
their own sub-regions. They could either undertake this work themselves and/or 
ensure that it was done by contracting out to a local institution and person to act as 
network node. 

o One of the challenges identified in the operations of Acacia has been that it is 
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isolated from the rest onDRC. This makes it difficult to achieve much collaboration 
with other program activities of IDRC in the region, except on the initiative of 
individual Program Officers. In the longer term, it might be useful to revisi t the 
decision to have staff working only for Acacia. In the short term, particular effort 
needs to be made to build an Acacia team across the Regional Offices and to help the 
new staff to become integrated into their own Regional Offices. 

o Sharing information quickly and effectively is a problem which must be solved if 
any decentralised program is to succeed, including Acacia. It is a question of 
workload and a question of setting up systems. This assessment was challenged to 
collect data within the few weeks available. It shouldn't be so difficult or time
consummg. 

o The National Acacia Advisory Committees have been established and are now 
wanting further clarity on their roles. The political significance of this has been 
given added weight since the Ministerial Meeting in Maputo in September 1999. 
IDRC will need to clarify soon how it sees the relationships between the NAAC and 
IDRC in relation to setting country strategy, project approval and project monitoring 
and evaluation. 

The basic issue seems to be that the NAACs include influential individuals who 
cannot be expected to be advisory to a small Acacia program (each country has 
currently a million dollars or less allocated for projects in any year). They can either 
take real decisions (in their words - not ones that are countermanded by a PO in 
IDRC) or should play an advisory role on a larger stage. This stage can include 
Acacia's activities but would probably also include other donor programs and/or 
national strategies. Judging from the interviews, the NAACs are looking to IDRC 
for some negotiation and early resolution of these questions. 

10.3 Future organisational options 

The assessment of program issues in Acacia and how they might best be resolved, has led to some 
ideas about future organisational options for the program. A future, more independent status for 
Acacia was even mooted in the initial proposal discussions. People interviewed are now thinking 
about alternative scenarios, based on a commonly shared view that the status quo is not working 
as well as it should to support the program. The options seem to be: 

o The status quo 
In many ways, this is the easiest and least disruptive option - to keep things as they 
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are for the next year or so. There are two ways oflooking at this option. One is that 
ifthere are changes to be made to the program focus, one should not make dramatic 
changes to the organisational structure, in order to provide some measure of 
stability. The other view is that changes to program provide the opportune time to 
change the organisational status. Whether this option is the preferred one probably 
depends on how radical the changes are to be for the program, and over what time 
period. 

o Tlte consolidated Acacia option 
Another option is to keep the status of Acacia as it is presently is - an Within Centre 
Activity - but to base it in one Regional Office to help both its administrative and 
program coherence. 

o The PI option 
This would probably result in more integration of program activities with other 
IDRC initiatives in Africa, but it might weaken the ICT expertise available to 
develop projects on ICTs and development sectors. Depending on what decisions 
are made about Acacia's own program focus, there is opportunity for the work on 
natural resources management to be integrated with PLA W, the work on e-commerce 
and small business to be integrated with SMMEIT and perhaps some of the work in 
health (probably not telemedicine) to be integrated with ECOHEALTH. 

Under this scenario, Acacia would likely become a smaller PI activity focussed 
around community access to information and communication and community 
development. 

o The International Secretariat Option 
The establishment of the NAACs and the likely success of SchoolNet as an early 
"spin-off' encourages consideration of a more independent future for Acacia as an 
African-based and led International Secretariat. There are some conditions that need 
to be fulfi lled before this is a likely option. These are to focus the program and the 
mission and to document its success so far, if donors are to be attracted to support 
it. 

One possible focus and mission for Acacia as an International Secretariat is a policy 
"think-tank" to support national governments and even regional harmonization 
efforts in information and communication policies. Another possible focus is the 
work within ELSA so that the Secretariat could provide evaluation expertise and 
services to donors and governments in the ICT program and policy arenas. If the 
independent secretariat option were to be pursued, careful consideration would need 
to be given to the future of other parts of Acacia's program and its potential 
"orphans". 
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10.4 Proposals for actions in 2000-2001 

In practice, the solution may not be anyone single option, but to adopt a mixed-strategy or an 
evolutionary staged-strategy over the next few years. If major rethinking is to take place about 
Acacia's program and status, the next year 2000-2001 will be an important transition year. During 
that year, a number of actions need to take place. These include: 

o In the light of planned resources, review Acacia's program, including its overall 
objectives and thematic priorities, leading to the presentation of a new program 
framework for 2001 onwards; 

o Make some hard choices, if necessary, about Acacia's program in order to achieve 
program Jocus, coherence and sustainability, and make provision for any orphaned 
activities; 

o Hold programming discussions to reach a common strategy on IDRC's work in 
Africa inc luding the relevant PI leaders, Acacia management and the Regional Office 
Directors: 

o Provide ELSA with the tools to facilitate a learning system for Acacia, as was 
originally envisaged; both to link the community and national level activities, and 
also more generally to create the "circuitry" and virtual intellectual spaces which are 
needed to achieve ongoing and interactive learning; 

o Launch a major ELSA initiative, with specific 1 year and 2 year targets for reporting, 
which is designed to document Acacia's learning and achievements and to make the 
information available to potential funding partners; 

o Try to produce a number of significant outputs within 1-2 years and disseminate 
them widely to give Acacia greater visibility for its work; 

o Review Acacia's commitments to its pilot demonstration projects and draw up a plan 
of the resources that will be needed to maintain them for the next 5 years or whatever 
period IDRC anticipates that research will be undertaken at the pilot sites; 

o Enter into discussions with the National Acacia Advisory Committee chairs to 
review ro les and responsibilities and achieve agreed clarity in the light of decisions 
made about Acacia. Review and plan for future support to the NAAC secretariats 
and committees as part of the Acacia planning strategy; 

o Plan for human resource reallocation in the light of the new program needs and 
decisions taken about future organisational options; 
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o Enter into discussions with potential donor and private sector partners as part ofthe 
strategic planning process for "Phase II" of Acacia. These discussions might include 
what Acacia has to offer potential partners in any future relationship, such as 
evaluation and learning expertise or research design. 

ENDNOTE 

This assessment has gone from a highly evidence-based review of Acacia's current activities to 
more speculative scenarios about alternative futures. This reflects very much the way that people 
spoke about Acacia. The message that comes through clearly from the interviews is that how you 
see Acacia depends on where you stand and what your "frame" is - whether Acacia or IDRC fills 
your perspective. Another message is that the status quo is not a good option. People want 
decisions to be made and they look to the Senior Management of IDRC to make them. 

ANNEXES TO ACACIA MID-TERM ASSESSMENT 

Annex I List of Acacia proj ects 1997-2000 

Annex II List of people interviewed for the assessment 

Annex III Interview schedules 

Note: The annexes are in separate electronic files 
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Acacia Activities Annex I 

IDReNa Activity Title Budget Area 

1997-1998 
65227 Site experimental Cyber-jeunes $8,744.00 Senegal 

65242 Identification des besoins de formation $13,180.00 Senegal 

3702 Experimentation des TICs dans les CLAC et les radios rura les en Af 0 $450,000.00 Other EA 

3999 Human Rights Training Tools Southern Africa $20,821 .00 Other SA 

3821 NetCorps and SchoolNet South Africa Interim Pilot $5,493.00 South Africa 

4176 Promotion of Regional School Networks in Southern Africa $247,300.00 Other SA 

55395 School to Community Connectivity $33,600.00 Other EA 

65248 Cooperation CRDI-UEMOA: Harmonisation des politiques de telecommunications $40,049.00 OtherWA 

65198 Utilisation et appropriation des TIC par les organisations populaires $306,270.00 Senegal 

3993 Consultation on Regional School Networking $26,124.00 Other SA 

65201 Missions d'etudes au CRTC $10,732.00 Senegal 

65226 Introduction des TIC dans la demarchre de gestion des terroirs de village $207,500.00 Senegal 

55338 Workshop on Youth Leadership Program for ICT's for Community Development $60,275.00 PanAfrican 

4066 Telecentre Methodology Study $46,057.00 PanAfrican 

65202 Integration de la dimension genre dans la strategie Acacia-Senegal $89,260.00 Senegal 

65197 Initiation des jeunes des milieux detavorises aux TIC $14,252.00 Senegal 

65230 Mise en place d'un telecentre communautaire polyvalent a Tombouctou , Mali - ProjetpU $145,870.00 OtherWA 

3728 Establishing 2 Pilot Telecentres in Mozamabique: Feasib. Study $91,384.00 Mozambique 

55350 Acacia National Strategy Secretariat $62,123.00 Uganda 

3225 Uganda Multipurpose Community Telecentre Project $145,870.00 Uganda 

4001 Travel to attend the Uganda National Strategy Workshop $9,629.00 Uganda 

55306 Preparation of Acacia National Strategy Proposal for Uganda Workshop $11 ,600.00 Uganda 

55368 Consensus Building Workshops in Uganda $78,723.00 Uganda 

55377 Community Empowerment: Telecentres in Ugangda $365,191 .00 Uganda 

55285 Exchange of Information and Sharing of Experience among Communities in EA and SS $132,541.00 Other EA 

3835 Acacia Private Sector Regional Office Consultation $11 ,000.00 PanAfrican 

65191 Mise en place du cadre strategique $70,000.00 Senegal 

3990 Gender Working Group $100,000.00 PanAfrican 

3948 Computer Recycling and ITAC $40,000.00 South Africa 

55394 Enhancing Women's Participation in Governance in Kenya with Community Based Civic $101 ,364.00 Other EA 

55197 African Highlands Initiative $399,858.00 Other EA 

55375 Assessment of Human Resources Capacity for the Implementation of Acacia in Uganda $5,800.00 Uganda 

55391 Building Bridges: Private Sector Partnerships for Acacia Initiatives $39,064.00 Other EA 

4007 Acacia National Strategy Workshop $63,960.00 Uganda 

65199 Role des TIC dans la mise en reuvre de la politique de decentralisation au Senegal $101,276.00 Senegal 

3795 SA Telecentre Development Project $443,130.00 South Africa 

3801 SA Cibercity $51 ,053.00 South Africa 

3802 SA Govt Internet Policy $13,860.00 South Africa 

3943 Private Sector and PBR Linkages $22,580.00 PanAfrican 

65228 Radioscopie des telecentres prives du Senegal $19,705.00 Senegal 

3944 Women's Net Information Strategy Team Workshop $19,683.00 South Africa 

3729 Empowering People's Organizations with Internet Access $52,980.00 South Africa 

3997 Introduction of ICT's in Secondary Schools in Mozambique $437,855.00 Mozambique 

4044 ICT's for Tourism Driven Local Economic Development $10,114.00 South Africa 

4072 ITU - Africa Telecom Conference $40,000.00 South Africa 
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3981 Mzunduzi River Catchment Community Info and Com Network $117,091 .00 South Africa 

3998 National Survey of ICT Education in SA Schools $231,972.00 South Africa 

3898 Partnership Development for Acacia in Southern Africa $29,172.00 Other SA 

3797 Pilot Telecentres Monitoring, Impact Assessment and Learning System $470,196.00 South Africa 

65211 Decentralisation du Trade Point au Senegal - Phase experimentale $277,811.00 Senegal 

55367 ICT Support for Self-Employed W omen and W omen SMME's in Southern Africa $55,401 .00 Other SA 

65234 Cooperation Senegal-Nouveau Brunswick $17,914.00 Senegal 

65225 Centre de ressources en TICs $207,564.00 Senegal 

65224 Appui a la reforme institutionnelle et politi que $194,530.00 Senegal 

7359 Soweto Sexual Violence Prevention : ICT Support $7,359.00 South Africa 

4104 Sharing Lessons Learned: Telecentres $23,625.00 Other SA 

3803 Telecentre Monitoring and Evaluation Development Workshop $15,838.00 South Africa 

3796 Formulation of Ntllnformation and Communications Policy $423,489.00 Mozambique 

3892 Dev of Business Plan for Establishment of Sustainable ISP - Beira $8,378.00 Mozambique 

3866 Connectivity Strategy for Nat Res Mgt Projects in Tete and Manica $8 ,973.00 Mozambigue 

3891 An Investigation into Info Tech Education in SA $851.00 South Africa 

3800 Broadcasting Policy Process $77,870.00 South Africa 

4016 Communication Strategy Development $22,500.00 South Africa 

3752 Mozambique Acacia Advisory Cttee Secretariat $247,631.00 Mozambique 

3838 Global Telecentre Experiences: Case Studies and a Group Discussion $23,805.00 PanAfrican 

1998-1999 
55442 Capacity Building in Accounting for Acacia Secretariat $11,431.00 Uganda 

55403 Curriculum Review for ICT Distance Learning in Eastern and Southern Africa $5,000.00 PanAfrican 

65277 Atelier de restitution de I'etude de faisabilite d'unprojet d'utilsation des TIC $7,819.00 Senegal 

55460 Intern Support $10,326.00 Uganda 

55449 Economic Empowerment of Women through ICT's in Uganda $250,644.00 Uganda 

4227 Mozambique: Pilot Telecentres in Manhica and Namaacha $496,950.00 Mozambique 

65256 Experimentation d'espaces cyber-jeunes dans I'ense_ignement moyen et secondaire $207,180.00 Senegal 

4595 Nat Res Mgt and Wireless ICT Connectivity $18,600.00 Mozambique 

65288 Initiative pour I'acces des jeunes aux TIC: Reseau jeunesse $320,277.00 Senegal 

4446 Strategie Acacia-Senegal: Secretariat See 198 $223,900.00 Senegal 

55496 Computer-based Learning Materials for Micro-Enterprise for Rural Women in Africa $246,725.00 PanAfrican 

65313 Etudes de marche de teleservices $50,000.00 Senegal 

3978 ITAC Private Sector - Senegal $12,000.00 Senegal 

65279 Conference mondiale de tele-sante, Fredericton, Nouveau Brunswick $11,466.00 Senegal 

65282 Deuxieme Forum de concertation des acteurs de la strategie Acacia-Senegal $75,000.00 Senegal 

65191 Mise en place du cadre strategique:Supplement to 199 $7,311 .00 Senegal 

65310 Formation des gestionnaires de telecentres prives a I'utilisation de I'outil informatique $31 ,305.00 Senegal 

4573 Mozambique Participation in the SA Acacia Launch $1,488.00 Mozambique 

4053 Human Rights Tool Southern Africa $41 ,179.00 Other SA 

4422 Feasibility Study: Dev of Sustainable Agric Info Resource Centre $18,000.00 South Africa 

55357 Valorisation de matieres vegetales (Afrique) II $100,000.00 OtherWA 

65295 Etude de faisabilite d'un Centre d'information communautaire, Burkina Faso $22,350.00 OtherWA 

4536 Phase I - Terms of Reference - ICT Scan Study $113,500.00 PanAfrican 

4460 Books for Africa Regional Conference on Internet Governance, Benin $1,562.00 PanAfrican 

4160 Conference on Information Technologies and Social Development (UNRISD) $12,600.00 PanAfrican 

65304 Projetpilote d'un telecentre communautaire a Malanville, Benin $149,229.00 OtherWA 
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4472 Etude de faisabilite d'un centre d'info communautaire Burkina Faso $38,300.00 OtherWA 

65301 Developpement de projet: site web en droits humains en Afrique Francophone $6,000.00 OtherWA 

4386 First Guelph Conference on Partnership and Participation in Telecommunications for RL $55,506.00 PanAfrican 

4134 Workshop on Internet Network Technology (INET 98) $93,736.00 Other SA 

55475 Acacia National Secretariat for Uganda $230,950.00 Uganda 

55461 Connectivity and Commerce: Accelerating Diffusion of the Internet in Uganda and Tanz $107,550.00 Other EA 

4456 BICA Conference: Building Information Communities in SA $50,000.00 South Africa 

55508 Africa T elemedecine Conference $2,956.00 Uganda 

4585 Feasibility Study: Newfoundland-Africa Social Services Delivery $25,875.00 PanAfrican 

4586 Scan-lTC/African Development Forum $150,000.00 PanAfrican 

4588 ECA/Acacia National Strategy Development $200,000.00 PanAfrican 

4587 Design of an Acacia Trust Fund $10,333.00 PanAfrican 

65311 Coordination des projets de telemedecine Senegal - Ouganda $30,000.00 PanAfrican 

4377 Telelearning Network of Centres of Excellence Annual Conference $14,000.00 PanAfrican 

4327 The Rosslyn Project - Est. of a Collaborative Learning Centre between Private Sector,L $191,705.00 South Africa 

4261 Rural Business Info Network $125,000.00 South Africa 

4381 Establishment of South African Acacia Advisory Cttee $163,500.00 South Africa 

4247 SchoolNet SA Program $472,000.00 South Africa 

65296 Telemedecine et telesante en Afrique PI Projet pilotes $427,577.00 PanAfrican 

4222 Workshop on a National Information Infrastructure for Namibia $21,483.00 Other SA 

55401 Encouraging Private Sector Investment in ICT $13,633.00 Other EA 

55445 Developement of Integrated Community-based Information Delivery and Dissemination $3,507.00 Uganda 

55452 Project Development Consultation on Connectivity, Commerce and Development $283.00 Uganda 

55420 Private Sector Partnerships and ICT's $24,667.00 Other EA 

55472 Washington Conference $5,245.00 Uganda 

55453 Proposal Reviewing Meeting $15,370.00 Uganda 

4453 MCT ITU/UNESCO Evaluation (PACT) $42,088.00 PanAfrican 

4428 Telecentre Research Follow up $34,400.00 PanAfrican 

4469 African Centres of Excellence Planning $6,500.00 PanAfrican 

55434 Workshop and Consultancy on Strategies for HRD for Acacia $61,310.00 PanAfrican 

4457 Universal Service Agency (USA) : Institutional Strengthening Options $18,302.00 South Africa 

55513 Get-on-the-Internet Workshop for Women Professionals in Uganda $25,649.00 Uganda 

55433 Pre-Project Workshop: School Network $12,075.00 ~ganda 

4589 ELSA Local Capacity Development $250,000.00 PanAfrican 

4364 Videazimut Seminar $23,055.00 Other SA 

4264 Soweto Community Information Day $5,000.00 South Africa 

3800 Broadcasting Policy Process $10,489.00 South Africa 

4421 ICT Legislative Framework of the Dept. of Communications $28,520.00 South Africa 

4365 Information Literacy for Community Activitis (Wits University) $1 ,500.00 South Africa 

4224 Policy Reform $51,959.00 South Africa 

4226 Development of School Net South Africa Proram $41,474.00 South Africa 

4545 Use of Community Libraries as Gateways for Information Africa $67,390.00 South Africa 

1999-2000 
100290 Information Literacy Project $93,050.00 South Africa 

100165 Women Information, Education and Networking through the Internet $17,200.00 Mozambique 

100162 Promoting Information and Learning for Rural Development (INDER) $26,000.00 Mozambique 

100145 Mzunduzi River Catchment Project Phase II $167,100.00 South Africa 

100348 Establishment of Pilot Agric Info Resourc Centre in SA Northern Prov $241,01 5.00 South Africa 
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100239 Provincial Youth Information Society Conference $10,000.00 South Africa 

100306 Colloque education a distance et technologie $8,692.00 Senegal 

100093 South African IT Industry Strategy (SATIS) $31,870.00 South Africa 

100241 Audit of the Universal Services Agency (USA) $20,200.00 South Africa 

100313 Peri-Urban Township Tourism and E-commerce $75,600.00 South Africa 

100151 Participation a la vitrine technologique de Moncton $11,150.00 Senegal 

100102 School Networking In Angola $31,412.00 Other SA 

100'186 Participation at Telecom 99 in Geneva $26,500.00 PanAfrican 

100294 Publication: A Guidebook for 'Effective Policy for Gender Justice in ICT Sector' $7,442.00 PanAfrican 

100281 Workshop for Introducing New Technologies in Support of Literacy Programs, Accra, G $18,520.00 PanAfrican 

100114 Ruralcom'99 Conference, Cotounou, Benin $39,740.00 PanAfrican 

100265 Acacia Participation at the ADF $50,000.00 PanAfrican 

100254 African Centres of Excellence Support $221,400.00 PanAfrican 

100344 E-commerce Policy Support for Dept of Communications SA $53,840.00 South Africa 

100104 Regional School Networking Conference and Workshop $22,769.00 Other SA 

100287 Telemedecine Evaluation Framework $20,000.00 PanAfrican 

100252 Scan ICT Studies for the ADF $30,000.00 PanAfrican 

100349 The Lubisi Project $162,900.00 South Africa 

100364 Mise en place d'un incubateur WEB pour PME $182,000.00 Senegal 

100365 Centre de ressources virtuel pour I'education de base dans la region de St-Louis $149,800.00 Senegal 

100372 Utilisation des TIC pour gestion durable des ressource naturelles - Ferlo $198,400.00 Senegal 

100385 Programme de formation modulaire $200,000.00 Senegal 

4446 Strategie Acacia Senegal: Supplement to 66 $118,054.00 Senegal 

100395 lTC's and Youth Livelihoods Workshop $30,000.00 South Africa 

100408 Assessing Community Teiecentres - Guidelines for Researchers - A Focus Book $25,725.00 PanAfrican 

100403 ICTs and Barriers to Women $40,000.00 PanAfrican 

100286 Economic Evaluation Framework $15,000.00 PanAfrican 

100206 Electronic Dissemination of Agricultural Research Info through ICT's in Uganda $299,575.00 Uganda 

100161 Promoting and Marketing Pilot Telecentres in Mozambique $2,950.00 Mozambique 

100034 Participation au seminaire sur les TIC et Ie fonctionnement des ONG en Afrique $5,179.00 OtherWA 

100022 Mission pour Ie developpement de partenariat avec la BID (Jeddah) $5.287.00 Senegal 

100023 Participation au 2ieme Symposium mondial sur la tele-medecine, Argentine $4,457.00 Senegal 

100140 Organisation club adolescent - TIC $6,400.00 Senegal 

100037 Participation a Conference internationale francophone en sciences de la sante $4,909.00 Senegal 

100138 Semina ire de sensibilisation aux nouvelles TIC pour Ie partenariat $3,800.00 Senegal 

100149 ITC Ministerial Meeting - Mozambique $96,865.00 Mozambique 

100302 Participation a Afristech'99: Telemedecine $6,324.00 Senegal 

100103 Application of ICT's in Schools and Rural Community Training Centres (Lesotho) $27,500.00 Other SA 

55432 Enhanced Access to Health Services and Information through ICT's in Uganda $452,028.00 Uganda 

100139 Community Based Nat Res Mgt and Wireless ICT's (Tete and Manica) $397,500.00 Mozambique 

100100 Project Development: Electronic Delivery of Agricultural Research Information $703.00 Uganda 

100224 Strengthening Community-based Organizations through ICT's in Uganda $250,955.00 Uganda 

100260 Les enjeux ethiques des TIC en Afrique de I'ouest $64,800.00 OtherWA 

100113 Beiiing+5 in Africa: Women's NGO Participation Online $49,111.00 PanAfrican 

100217 Acces des femmes entrepreneurs aux TIC (application commerce-electronique) $25,000.00 OtherWA 

100222 Production endogene de contenus et diffusion d'information par voie electronique: atelie $40,000.00 OtherWA 

100042 Effects of ICT's on Maternal Health in Eastern Uganda $9,950.00 Uganda 

100005 Baseline Data Collection for the Evaluation of Acacia Telecentres in Uganda $19,105.00 Uganda 

100247 Acacia Evaluation Workshop $54,000.00 PanAfrican 

100458 Pilot Multipurpose Community Telecentre - Sengerema, Tanzania - $100,000.00 Other EA 
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Acacia Assessment - Persons Interviewed 

NAAC's 

Name Country NAAC Position Institution 

Venancio MASSINGUE Mozambique Executive Vice Rector 
Secretary University Eduardo Mondlane 

Americo MUCHA .... l\fGA Mozambique Vice-Chair Dir. Informatics Centre of the University 
Eduardo Mondlane (CIEUM) 

Mohammed Fadhel I Senegal Chair Dir. Centre national de documentation 

I DIAGNE scientifique et technique 

Stephen MNCUBE South Mrica Chair Development Bank of South Mrica 

Chadey LEWIS South Africa Vice-Chair Confederation of South African Trade 

I Unions (COSATU) 

Zemba bel NYIIRA Uganda Chair Uganda National Council for Science and 
Technology 

Acacia Project Leaders 

Name Country Project lnstittltion 

Polly GASTER Mozambique Pilot Telecentres in Manhica and CIEUM, University 
Namaacha Eduardo Mondlane ) 

Rabia ABDELKRIM Senegal Utilisation et appropriation des TIC ENDA 
CHIKH par les organisations populaires 

Petel' BENJAMIN South Mrica SA Telecentre Development Project; I Universal Services I Telecentre Research in Northern Agency, SA 
Province 

Denise BIGGS South Africa Peri -Urban Tovmship Tourism and E- Vulani Development 
commerce Network, Wynberg 

Duncan HAY South Mrica Msunduzi River Catchment I Institute of Natural 
Community Information and Resources, Scottsville 
Communication Network 

Meddie MAYANJA Uganda Multi-Purpose Community Telecentre Uganda National 
Pilot Project Commission for UNESCO 

Ann STROUD * Uganda African Highlands Initiative ICRAF 

Hilda MUNYUA Uganda Electronic Delivery of Agricultural Commonwealth 

I Information in Rural Communities Agricultural Bureau 
International (CABI) 
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Acacia Management Committee 

Marc Van AMERINGEN Regional Director, ROSA 

Ron ARCHER (Secretar),) Program Administrator 

Alain BERRANGER Director, Partnerships and Business Development 

Eva RATHGEBER Regional Director, EARO 

Sibry T APSOBA Regional Director, W ARO 

Robel1 VALANTIN Senior Scientific Advisor 

Gaston ZONGO Executive Director, Acacia Program 

Acacia Staff (past and Present) 

EdithADERA Research Officer, EARO 

Alioune CAMARA Acacia Specialist, W ARO 

Heather HUDSON Former ELSA coordinator 

Tina JAMES >I< Acacia Specialist, ROSA 

Grant THOMAS Private Sector 

Kate WILD Former Acacia Program Director 

IDRC Program Staff 

Gilles FORGET * F.CO-HEAT.TH T ,eader 

Br'ent HERBERT-COPLEY SMMEIT Leader 

Nigel MOTTS SMMEIT Program Officer, ROSA 

Luis NAVARRO PLAW Leader 

Joachim VOSS Program Director, Environment and Natural Resources 
( former Research Manager) 

* Prepared written responses 



ANNEX III 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULES FOR ACACIA ASSESSMENT 

1 Interview Guide for National Acacia Advisory Committees (English version) 

2 Evaluation Preliminaire du Programme Acacia Questionnaire a l'intention des 
Comites consultatifs Acacia nationaux 

3 Interview Guide for Acacia Project Leaders (English version) 

4 Evaluation Preliminaire du Programme Acacia Questionnaire a l'intention des 
Directeurs de projets 

5 Interview Guide for IDRC/Acacia Management and Staff 

Note: these guides were sent to interviewees prior to the interviews. 
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ACACIA PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

FOR NATIONAL ACACIA ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

Background to the assessment 

On 1 April 2000, the Acacia Program will have completed its first three years (1997-2000); about 200 
activities will have been funded; and a new management structure will be adopted. The President of IDRC 
has asked for an initial assessment of the research program of Acacia to provide better understanding of the 
program's expected outcomes in relation to its objectives. The study is focussed on the program activities of 
Acacia and not on its management, although the results may be useful to consideration of Acacia's future 
governance. 

The study will review the mechanisms for linking projects and integrating national strategies, and will examine 
the evolving "vision" for Acacia. The assessment, to be undeltaken by Dr. Anne Whyte, will be based on 
a review of Acacia program and project documents, together with telephone interviews with the Chairs of the 
National Acacia Advisory Committees, selected Acacia project leaders and IDRCIAcacia staff. 

Questions for discussion 

1. How familiar are you with the Acacia Program? For how long have you been involved? Are 
there any particular projects or activities of Acacia with which you have been involved? 

2. How would you describe the "vision" of the Acacia Program, and its central purpose? Do 
you think that these have changed over the last three years, and/or have your own views of 
Acacia's purpose and objectives evolved? 

3. Do you feel that your own views on Acacia's vision and main objectives are shared by other 
members of your committee? What about the National Acacia Advisory Committees for 
other countries - do you think that they share a similar view of Acacia's purpose to your 
own? 

4. What are the most important roles and functions of the National Acacia Advisory 
Committee in your view? 

5. As Chair of the National Acacia Advisory Committee, do you feel that you have adequate 
information to perform this role well? Do you have any suggestions to improve the 
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information that you receive or other ways that you could be helped to carry out your 
function as an advisory committee? 

6. What mechanisms are in place for linking Acacia projects (a) within your own country; and 
(b) projects on similar topics between South Africa, Mozambique, Senegal, and Uganda? 
Do you think that these mechanisms are adequate? How could they be made more effective? 

7. Do you think that, so far, the Acacia research program is more than the sum of its parts? 
Are there examples of integration or synergy within your own national strategy, or between 
research activities on similar topics that you could give me? 

8. What do you understand the Acacia projects are attempting to achieve for development 
problems like natural resources management, health, education, promotion of small 
business, and community development? Or for issues such as the access of women and youth 
to new technologies and opportunities? 

9. To what extent do you feel that future sustainability been addressed in the development of 
Acacia's projects? Do you think that the Acacia projects in your country will continue after 
the support from IDRC has ended? Can you give me any examples of Acacia activities that 
you believe will be sustainable in the long term? 

10. Acacia has spent nearly 4 million CAD on community telecentre projects. Do you have any 
comments on the approach and expected outcomes of its telecentre activities? Do you have 
any views about their chances for future financial and social sustainability? 

11. Do you think that the Acacia and similar projects are mainly initiated by international 
donors? Is there competition for good proposals among the different donors now supporting 
development research on ICTs? Is the Acacia Program of IDRC competitive with other 
donors? 

12. Do you have any other comments in relation to the Acacia Program (its past, present or 
future) that you would like to contribute to this assessment? 

THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO HELP IN THE ACACIA ASSESSMENT 

Dr. Anne Whyte 
tel 1-613-445-1305 
fax 1-613-445-1302 

mestor@sympatico.ca 
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Evaluation Preliminaire du Programme Acacia 

Questionnaire it I'intention des Comites consultatifs Acacia nationaux 

Contexte it I'evaluation 

Le ler avril prochain, Ie programme Acacia aura tennine sa troisieme annee d'existence; pres de 
200 activites auront ete financees et une nouvelle structure de gestion sera mise en place. La 
Presidente du CRDr a propose que l'on procede a une evaluation initiale du volet 'recherche' du 
Programme Acacia afin de mieux comprendre quels sont les resultats attendus au regard des 
objectifs fixes. Le present examen porte donc essentiellement sur les differentes interventions du 
Programme Acacia plutot que sur sa gestion ou son administration, bien que les enseignements qui 
en seront tires pourront etre utiles a la consideration eventuelle de la gouvernance du Programme. 

La presente etude examinera les mecanismes prevus pour faciliter la coherence des strategies 
nationales, et se penchera sur la vision du Programme Acacia. Cette evaluation sera menee par 
Mme Anne Whyte et sera effectuee a partir de l'examen des projets, de meme que d'interviews 
telephoniques avec les presidents des comites nationaux, avec des directeurs de projets et avec Ie 
personnel du CRDIIAcacia. 

Questions pour discussion 

1. Jusqu'a quel point etes-vous au courant du Programme Acacia? Depuis quand etes vous 
implique? A quelles activites ou a quels projets Acacia avez-vous participe? 

2. Comment decririez-vous la 'vision' du Programme Acacia et son objectif central? Croyez
vous que ceux-ci ont change avec Ie temps? Votre propre intelligence des objectifs du 
Programme a-t-eUe evoIue? 

3. Avez-vous Ie sentiment que les membres de votre Forum de concertation partagent votre 
point de vue relatif a la vision et aux principaux objectifs du Programme Acacia? Qu'en 
est-il des autres comites nationaux - croyez-vous qu'ils partagent votre entendement des 
objectifs du programme? 

4. A votre avis, quel est Ie role Ie plus important que remplissent les comites nationaux? 

5. En tant que president du Forum de concertation, croyez-vous disposer de to us les 
renseignements dont vous avez besoin afin de bien remplir votre role? Comment pourrait
on vous tenir mieux infonne? Comment pourrait-on aider Ie Forum de concertation a mieux 
fonctionner? 

6. Quels sont les mecanismes en place reliant les projets Acacia: a) au Senegal meme? b) aux 
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projets portant sur les memes secteurs en Afrique du Sud, au Mozambique et en Ouganda? 
Ces mecanismes vous semblent-ils adequats? Peut-on les rendre plus efficaces? 

7. Croyez-vous que jusqu'a maintenant Ie Programme Acacia represente davantage que la 
somme de ses parties constituantes? Y a-t-il des exemples d'integration ou de synergie a 
l'interieur de votre strategie nationale, ou entre les activites de recherche menees dans Ie 
cadre des differents secteurs (e.g. education, sante)? 

8. A votre avis, comment les interventions entreprises sous l'egide du Programme Acacia 
permettent-elles de resoudre les problemes de developpement relatifs a fa gestion des 
ressources nature lies, a fa sante, a f 'education, a fa promotion de fa petite entre prise et a 
u devefoppement communautaire? Qu' en est-il de questions relatives a I' acces des femmes 
et de la jeunesse aux nouvelles technologies? 

9. Jusqu'a quel point pensez-vous que l'on tient compte de la viabilite a long tenne du 
Programme dans l'elaboration des projets? Croyez-vous que les projets Acacia au Senegal 
surviveront, une fois tennine leur financement parle CRDI? Pourriez-vous me donner des 
examples de projets Acacia qui seraient viables a long tenne? 

10. A ce jour, Acacia a investi pres de 4 millions $ CAD pour Ie lancement de telecentres 
communautaires. A vez-vous de commentaires a offrir relativement a I' approche et aux 
resultats anticipes de ces projets? Croyez-vous qu'ils sont viables financierement et 
socialement? 

11. Croyez-vous que Ie Programme Acacia et que les autres initiatives de meme nature sont 
entreprises essentiellement a l'initiative des bailieurs de fonds? Y a-t-il une concurrence 
entre les bailleurs de fonds afin de subventionner les meilleures propositions portant sur la 
recherche relative aux TIC? Le Programme Acacia se compare-t-il avantageusement aux 
initiatives de meme nature Iancees par les autres bailleurs de fonds? 

12. Enfin, auriez-vous d'autres suggestions ou commentaires a offrir en rapport avec Ie 
Programme Acacia (passe, present ou futur)? 

MERCI D' A VOIR BIEN VOULU PARTICIPER A CETTE EVALUATION D' ACACIA 

Mme Anne Whyte 
Tel: 1 613 445 1305 
Fax: 1613 445 1302 

mestor@sympatico.ca 
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ACACIA PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR ACACIA PROJECT LEADERS 

Background to the assessment 

On 1 April 2000, the Acacia Program will have completed its first three years (1997-2000); about 200 
activities will have been funded; and a new management structure wiH be adopted. The President of JDRC 
has asked for an initial assessment of the research program of Acacia to provide better understanding of the 
program's expected outcomes in relation to its objectives. The study is focussed on the program activities of 
Acacia and not on its management, although the results may be useful to consideration of Acacia' s future 
governance. 

The study will review the mechanisms for linking projects and integrating national strategies, and will 
examine the evolving "vision" for Acacia. The assessment, to be undertaken by Dr. Anne Whyte, will be 
based on a review of Acacia program and project documents, together with telephone interviews with the 
Chairs of the National Acacia Advisory Committees, selected Acacia project leaders and IDRCIAcacia staff. 

Questions for discussion 

1. How familiar are you with the Acacia Program? For how long have you been involved? Were you 
familiar with IDRC before your contact with the Acacia Program? For how long have you been 
involved with the Acacia Program andlor with IDRC? 

2. How would you describe the "vision" of the Acacia Program, and its central purpose? Do you think 
that these have changed over the last three years, and/or have your own views of Acacia's purpose 
and objectives evolved? 

3. How do you receive infonnation about Acacia's strategy, and its central purpose? Do you feel that 
you have enough infonnation about what is going on in Acacia? Do you have any suggestions for 
improving infonnation dissemination to you? 

4. Coming more specifically to other projects dealing with topics similar to your own, do you exchange 
ideas with other project leaders? How do you share infonnation? With other project leaders? Would 
you say you belong to a specific research network within Acacia? 

5. Have you ever considered using common research designs, methods or analysis with other Acacia 
project leaders so that your results might be more easily compared with those of other projects? Has 
this been discussed with you by Acacia or IDRC Program Officers? If so, what was the outcome? 
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6. What do you understand the Acacia projects are attempting to achieve for development problems like 
natural resources management, health, education, promotion of small business, and community 
development? Or for issues such as the access of women and youth to new technologies and 
opportunities? 

7. [for project leaders in South Africa, Senegal, Mozambique and Uganda] Are you familiar with the 
Acacia National Strategy for yom counny? Do you have any contact with the National Acacia 
Advisory Committee (NAAC)? Are there any ways in which the NAAC could be more helpful to 
your work as a project leader? 

8. Do you think that, so far, the Acacia research program is more than the sum of its Palts? Are there 
examples of integration or synergy within your own national strategy, or between research ac tivities 
on similal' topics that you could give me? 

9. To what extent do you feel that futme sustainability been addressed in the development of yom 
Acacia project(s)? Do you think that the Acacia projects you are familiar with will continue after 
the support from IDRC has ended? Can you give me any examples of Acacia activities that you 
believe will be sustainable in the long telm? 

10. Acacia has spent nearly 4 million CAD on community telecentre projects. Do you have any 
comments on the approach and expected outcomes of its telecentre activities? Do you have any 
views about their chances for futme financial and social sustainability? 

11. The ELSA (Evaluation and Learning Systems for Acacia) component of Acacia is designed to 
facilitate continuous lealning as well as evaluation within the Program. Have you had any contact 
with ELSA? Do you have any observations on ELSA activities and achievements to date? 

12. Do you think that the Acacia and similal' projects are mainly initiated by international donors or by 
people like yomself - the proposers? Is there competition for good proposals among the different 
donors now supporting development reseal'ch on ICTs? Is the Acacia Prograln ofIDRC competitive 
with other donors? 

13 . Do you have any other comments in relation to the Acacia Program (its past, present or futme) that 
you would like to contribute to this assessment? 

THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO HELP IN THE ACACIA ASSESSMENT 

Dr. Anne Whyte 
tel 1-613-445-1305 
fax 1-613-445-1302 

mestor@sympatico.ca 
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Evaluation Preliminaire du Programme Acacia 

Questionnaire it I'intention des Directeurs de projets 

Contexte it I'evaluation 

Le 1 er avril pro chain, Ie programme Acacia aura tennine sa troisieme annee d' existence; pres de 200 activites 
auront ete financees et une nouvelle structure de gestion sera mise en place. La Presidente du CRDI a propose 
que l'on procede a une evaluation initiale du volet 'recherche' du Programme Acacia afin de mieux 
comprendre quels sont les resultats attendus au regal'd des objectifs fixes. Le present examen p0l1e donc 
essentiellement sur les differentes interventions du Programme Acacia plutot que sur sa gestion ou son 
administration, bien que les enseignements qui en seront til'es pourront etre utiles a la consideration eventuelle 
de la gouvemance du Programme. 

La presente etude examinera les mecanismes prevus pour faciliter les echanges entre les projets et la coherence 
des strategies nationales, et se penchera sur la vision du Programme Acacia. Cette evaluation sera menee par 
Mme Anne Whyte et sera effectuee a partir de l'examen des projets, de meme que d'interviews teIephoniques 
avec quelques dil'ecteurs de projets, les presidents des comites nationaux et Ie personnel du CRDI/Acacia. 

Questions pour discussion 

1. Jusqu'a quel point etes-vous au courant des activites du Programme Acacia au Senegal et en Afrique? 
Connaissiez-vous Ie CRDl avant votre participation it ce Programme? Depuis combien de temps 
participez-vous au Programme Acacia ou a d'autres activites du CRDI? 

2. Comment decril'iez-vous la 'vision' du Programme Acacia et son objectif central? Croyez-vous que 
ceux-ci ont change avec Ie temps? Votre propre intelligence des objectifs du Programme a-t-e1Ie 
evolue? 

3. Vous communique-t-on des renseignements relatifs a la strategie du Programme Acacia et, 
generalement, aux activites entreprises sous son egide? De queUe maniere? Auriez-vous des 
suggestions a fonnuler afm d'ameliorer la dissemination de renseignements qui pourraient vous etre 
utiles? 

4. Si l'on considere les autres projets relatifs au theme de votre propre projet, pouvez-vous dil'e qu'il 
y a echanges d'idees entre les dil'ecteurs de ces projets? Comment l'infonnation entre les equipes 
affectees aux differents projets cil'cule-t-elle? Vous meme, echangez-vous de l'infonnation avec les 
autres directeurs de projet? Quels sont ces directeurs de projet? A vez-vous Ie sentiment d' appa11enir, 
a l'interieur du Programme Acacia, a un reseau 'sectoriel' de recherche specifique? 

5. Avez-vous deja songe a exploiter, conjointement avec d'autres dil'ecteurs de projet, des protocoles 
de recherche communs (methodologie, grille d'analyse, etc) afm que les resultants des projets 
puissent etre plus facilement compares? Cette approche a-t-e1le fait l'objet de discussions entre vous 
et les responsables du Programme Acacia ou du CRDI? Si oui, queUe suite leur rut donnee? 
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6. A votre avis, comment les interventions entreprises sous l'egide du Programme Acacia pennettent
elles de n!soudre des problemes de developpement dans les secteurs suivants: la gestion des 
ressources naturelles, fa sante, f 'education, fa promotion de fa petite entre prise, et Ie developpement 
communautaire? Qu'en est-il des questions relatives it l'acces des femmes et de la jeunesse aux 
nouvelles technologies? 

7. Etes-vous au courant de la strategie Acacia-Senegal? Etes-vous en relation avec Ie Forum de 
concertation senegalais? Comment ce Fomm pourrait-il vous eooe encore plus utile? 

8. Croyez-vous que jusqu'it maintenant Ie Programme Acacia represente davantage que la somme de 
ses palties constituantes? Pouvez-vous me dormer des exemples d'integration ou de synergie it 
I 'interieur de la so·ategie Acacia-Senegal, ou entre activites de recherche portant sur un meme theme? 

9. Jusqu'it quel point avez-vous tenu compte de la viabilite it long terme du Programme dans 
l'elaboration de vos projets Acacia? Croyez-vous que les projets Acacia au Senegal surviveront, une 
fois termine leur financement parle CRDI? Pourriez-vous me donner des examples de projets Acacia 
qui seraient viables it long telme? 

10. A ce jour, Acacia a investi pres de 4 millions $ CAD pour Ie lancement de teleceno·es 
communautaires. Avez-vous de commentaires a offrir relativement it l'approche et aux resultats 
anticipes de ces projets? Croyez-vous qu'ils sont viables financierement et socialement? 

11. La composante ELSA (Evaluation and Learning System for Acacia) est sensee faciliter Ie processus 
d'apprentissage continu et d'evaluation du Progranune Acacia. Avez-vous eu des contacts avec les 
gens de ELSA? Avez-vous des observations relativement aux activites ELSA et it leurs resultats 
jusqu'it maintenant? 

12. Croyez-vous que Ie Progranune Acacia et les auooes initiatives relatives aux TIC au Senegal sont 
entreprises essentiellement it l'initiative des bailleurs de fonds ou it des personnes comme vous? Y 
a-toil une concurrence eno·e les bailleurs de fonds afm de subventionner les meilleures propositions 
de recherche portant sur les TIC? Les aUtres bailleurs accueillent-ils favorablement les propositions 
de projet du Programme Acacia? 

13. Enfm, auriez-vous d'autres suggestions ou commentaires it offrir en rapport avec Ie Programme 
Acacia (passe, present ou futur)? 

MERCI D' A VOIR BIEN VOULU PARTICIPER A CETTE EVALUATION D' ACACIA 

MIne Anne Whyte 
Tel: 1 613 445 1305 
Fax: 1 613 445 1302 



ANNEX III 

ACACIA PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

FOR IDRC/ACACIA MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

Background to the assessment 

On 1 April 2000, the Acacia Program will have completed its fIrst three years (1997-2000); about 200 
activities will have been funded; and a new management structure will be adopted. The President and Vice 
President Programs have asked for an initial assessment to be carried out of the research program of Acacia 
which will provide better understanding of the program's expected outcomes in relation to its objectives. The 
study is focussed on the program activities of Acacia and not on its management, although the results may 
be useful to consideration of Acacia's future govemance. 

The assessment will review the mechanisms in place for linkages between projects and within national 
strategies, and will examine the "vision" for Acacia. It will also address questions of sustainability and the 
relationship of Acacia projects to Program Initiatives of IDRC. The assessment, to be undertaken by Dr. 
Anne Whyte, will be based on a review of Acacia program and project documents and interviews with 
selected IDRC/Acacia staff, the Chairs of the National Acacia Advisory Committees and a sample of project 
leaders. 

Although some IDRCI Acacia management and staff will be more knowledgeable about the topics than are 
others, it is also important to have the views of those who are not as closely involved in Acacia, but who have 
had contact with the Program in some capacity. Their experience of Acacia is likely to be more generalised 
and they may not feel that they can respond to all questions. By interviewing both groups, the assessment 
hopes to better understand the range of views and experience of Acacia within IDRC. 

Questions for discussion 

1. How familiar are you with the Acacia Program? What has been your role in, or relationship 
with Acacia? For how long have you been involved? With which project activities are you 
familiar, if any? 

2. How would you describe the "vision" of the Acacia Program, and its central hypothesis? 
Do you think that these have changed over the last three years, and/or have your own views 
of Acacia's purpose and objectives evolved? 

3. In what ways are the Acacia projects different from those undertaken within related PI's? 
What difference does the ICT focus make to the Acacia projects? How closely linked are 
the Acacia projects to other IDRC-supported activities? 

4. Are the Acacia recipients traditional IDRC partners or has Acacia brought in different types 
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of partners through its activities? 

5. To what extent are the Acacia projects and activities with which you are familiar, demand 
or supply driven? Is there competition for recipients or good proposals among the different 
donors now supporting development research on ICTs? Is Acacia competitive with other 
donors? 

6. To what extent do you feel that the issue of sustainability been addressed in the Acacia 
projects' development and implementation? 

7. In terms of anticipated outcomes, what are the Acacia projects attempting to achieve with 
respect to traditional IDRC concerns like natural resources management, health, education, 
small buSiness, and community development? Or issues such as the access of women and 
youth to new technologies and opportunities? Please specify the program areas or issues to 
which you are referring. 

8. Acacia has spent nearly four million dollars on community telecentre projects. Do you have 
any comments on the approach and expected outcomes of its telecentre activities? 

9. What mechanisms are you aware of for linking Acacia projects (a) on similar topics (e.g 
telecentres, education, youth) in different countries; and (b) projects within a single Acacia 
strategic country (South Africa, Mozambique, Senegal, Uganda)? 

10. Do you think that, so far, the Acacia research program is more than the sum of its parts? 
Are there examples of integration or synergy between research activities or within national 
strategies that you can identify for me? 

11. The ELSA (Evaluation and Learning System for Acacia) component of Acacia is designed 
to facilitate continuous learning as well as evaluation within the Program. Do you have any 
observations on its activities and achievements to date? 

12. Do you have any other comments in relation to Acacia - past, present or future? 

THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO HELP IN THE ACACIA ASSESSMENT 
Dr. Anne Whyte 

tel 1-613-445-1305 
fax 1-613-445-1302 

mestor@sympatico.ca 
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